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ADVERTISEMENT TO THE THIRD EDITION. 


HE present edition has been revised in the same 
way as the third edition of the Commentary on the 
Epistle to the Galatians. <A few alterations in reading will 
be found, especially in chap. i. 1, the newly discovered 
Sinaitic Manuscript having. Ad some cases altered the ba- 
lance of critical judgihantis “it is much to be desired that 
the respected Editor: “af the: ‘Manbseript should, if possible, 
put an end to the doubts whigh ‘are still allowed to linger 
round this apparently venerable and trustworthy document. 


BRISTOL, 
December, 1863. 


b2 


_ PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION. 


HE second edition of the present Epistle is in all respects 

similar to the second edition of the Epistle to the Gala- 
tians which appeared a few months since, and is brought up, 
T sincerely hope, fully to the same standard. 

It is perhaps right to say that little has been substantially 
altered, and that the reader of the first edition will scarcely 
find more than half a dozen passages where the opinions 
formerly maintained are either retracted or modified; still 
the additions are great, and the number of notes that have 
been recast or rewritten by no means inconsiderable. By 
this means space has been obtained for the introduction of 
new matter; weaker arguments in contested passages have 
been made to give place to what might seem to put in a 
clearer light the stronger argument; logical and grammatical 
observations have been more grouped, and the links of 
thought that connect clause with clause or sentence with 
sentence more studiously exhibited. In this last respect the 
additions will be found great, and will I trust, by the blessing 
of God, be of no little use to the reader in properly pursuing 
the train of sublime thought that runs through this tran- 
scendent Epistle. This alas! is the point most commonly 
neglected in our general study of Scripture: we trust to ge- 
neral impressions and carry away general ideas, but the exact 
sequence of thought in the mind of the inspired writer is 
what, I fear, is only too frequently overlooked. It is useless 
to disguise that this close analysis of the sacred text is very 
difficult; that it requires a calm judgment and a disciplined 
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mind, no less than a loving and teachable heart; that it is 
not a power we can acquire in a week or in a month: yet 
if Scripture be, what I for one believe it to be, the writing 
of men inspired by the third Person of the adorable Trinity, 
then we may well think that no labour in this direction can be 
too severe, no exercise of thought too close or persistent. Let 
it also be not forgotten that no intelligent reader can now 
fairly say that he is without proper assistance, that the well rs 
deep and he has nothing to draw with. 

Setting aside all mention of the general improvement in 
the commentaries of the day, and supposing the tacit objector 
to be either unable or unwilling to face the labour of reading 
the great patristic expositors, let him still remember that the 
science of grammar is now so much advanced’, that syntax 
and logic are uow so well and so happily combined, that no 
one who is really in earnest, and to whom God has given a 
fair measure of ability, can for a moment justly plead that an 
accurate knowledge of the Greek of the New Testament is 
beyond his grasp, and a power of analysing the connexion of 
its weighty sentences not abundantly ministered to him. I 
studiously limit myself to saying the Greek of the New Testa- 
ment: individual industry, however steadily exercised, may 
sometimes fail in making a student a good general Greek 
scholar; he may have no natural power of appreciating those 
felicities of expression, no ready ability for discriminating be- 
tween those subtle uses of particles which mark the best age 
of Attic Greek; but the language of the New Testament, its 
plain, hearty, truly simple, but truly Greek diction is, 1 am 
confident, above the reach of no one who will soundly study 
the general rules of thought and language, as they are now 
put before us by the grammarians of our own time. And this 
I say, partly to encourage the humbler reader who might 
have thought such acquirements decidedly out of his reach, 


1 Imay here remark that the Greek _ parts, and so felicitous in its combina- 
Grammar of Dr Donaldson, noticed tion of logic with grammar, as to form 
in the Preface to the Galatians, has a most important contribution to the 
now reached a second and enlarged accurate study of the Greek lan- 
edition, and is so complete in all its guage. 


PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION. Vii 


partly for the sake of augmenting that kind and considerate 
company of students that have given these commentaries a 
hearing, and have borne patiently with the constant notice 
and repetition of grammatical details. I venture thus to dwell 
upon this topic—a topic in part alluded to in the preface to 
the first edition—as four years of hard study since that was 
written, and, what is more valuable for testing opinions, one 
year of responsible teaching, have convinced me that a really 
accurate knowledge of the language of the Greek Testament 
may be acquired far more easily than might at first have 
been imagined; and have further confirmed me in the belief 
that it is by these accurate investigations of the language of 
the Inspired Volume, that we are enabled really to penetrate 
into its deeper mysteries, and thence to learn to appreciate 
the more convincing certainty of our highest hopes, and the 
more assured reality of our truest consolations. 

But to return to the present volume. The student will 
find a great, and I trust a welcome addition, in the constant 
citations from nine ancient Versions, viz. the Old Latin, the 
two Syriac Versions, the Vulgate, the Coptic, the Gothic, the 
two Ethiopic Versions, and the Armenian’. All these have 
been carefully studied, their opinions maturely considered, 
and their views of debated passages exhibited in brief and 
unpretending, but (if labour may be allowed to make me 
hopeful) in correct and trustworthy enumerations. 

Considerable additions have been made in the way of 
short critical notes, especially in those cases in which the Re- 
ceived Text differs from the reading which I have thought it 
right to follow. Here I have received some welcome assistance 
from the last, the so-called seventh edition of Dr Tischendorf’s 
New Testament’, though I regret to say I am still obliged to 


1 I may take this opportunity of 
noticing, for the benefit of those who 
may be disposed to study this interest- 
ing and not very difficult language, 
that I have derived much useful as- 
sistance from the Brevis Lingue Ar- 
meniace Grammatica (Berl. 1841) of 
J. H. Petermann. It is furnished 


with a good chrestomathy and a useful 
glossary, and has the great advan- 
tage of being perspicuous and brief. 

* In deference to the opinion and 
present usage of this critic, I now de- 
signate the MS. of St Paul’s Epp. 
formerly marked J in the critical edi- 
tions by the new mark L, 
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reiterate the opinion which I have formerly expressed, that 
at any rate in the citations from the Ancient Versions, Dr 
Tischendorf is not always to be depended on. His own 
preface, though marked by great assumption of tone, will 
indeed itself confirm this; as he has, by his own admissions, 
depended nearly entirely on Leusden and Schaaf for the 
Peshito-Syriac; on the incorrect edition of Wilkins for the 
Coptic Version of the Epistles, to the complete neglect of the 
more recent edition of Bétticher; on a collator for Platt’s 
Ethiopic; and for the Armenian, on the edition of a man 
whose general inaccuracies he has unsparingly denounced, Dr 
Scholz. The subjective ‘criticisms mixed up in the notes 
cannot be pronounced as either very useful or very satis- 
factory, and will serve to show how hard it is to find in one 
and the same person the patient and laborious paleographer 
and the sound and sagacious critic. Still we owe much to 
Dr .Tischendorf, and it is probable shall have to owe much 
more; his unwearied labours command our highest respect, 
and may only the more make us regret that they are not set 
off by a greater Christian courtesy in his general tone, and 
by more forbearance towards those who feel it their duty 
to differ from him. 

The last addition to the present edition which it is here 
necessary to specify is perhaps the most important, syste- 
matic reference to the sermons and treatises of our best 
English Divines. This, it will be remembered, appeared to 
some extent in the first edition, and has always formed a 
feature of these commentaries; still I am now enabled to 
give to the reader the results of a wider reading, and to 
entertain the hope that he will find but few really valuable 
illustrations from our best Divines overlooked in the present 
volume. All I have done however is only in the way of 
reference. I much regret that neither space, nor the general 
character of the commentary, enable me to make long quota- 
tions: still I will repeat what I have said elsewhere, that 
as the references have been made with great care and 
consideration, I venture to think that the reader who will 
take the trouble of consulting the writers in the places 
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referred to will find himself abundantly rewarded for his 
labour. I have already received many kind recognitions of the 
service which this class of references has rendered to students 
in Theology; and I now continue them with renewed interest, 
feeling day by day more assured that in these latter times 
it is to our own great Divines of the sixteenth and seven- 
teenth centuries that we must go for our Theology; and that 
it is from them alone that we can provide ourselves with pre- 
servatives against the unsound, vaunting, and humanitarian 
theosophy, that is such a melancholy and yet such a popular 
characteristic of our own times, 

Nothing now remains for me, except to notice briefly the 
works of fellow-labourers that have appeared since the pub- 
lication of the first edition. 

A new edition has recently appeared by Harless, but is, 
as the author himself apprizes us, too little changed to need 
any further notice than what has already appeared in the 
original Preface to this work. A very useful edition for the 
general reader has also appeared in America, from the pen 
of the estimable Dr Turner, but is too different in its prin- 
ciples of interpretation to have been ‘of much use to me in 
a critical and grammatical commentary such as the present. 
To two commentaries however which have appeared in this 
country during the interval I have alluded to I have paid 
very great attention. The first is the Third Volume of my 
friend Dean Alford’s Commentary; the second is the Third 
Part of Canon Wordsworth’s Commentary; works which both 
deserve and have received the high approbation of all bibli- 
cal students: the former for its able and attractive exegesis, 
the latter for its valuable citations from Patristic and English 
Divinity; and both for their accurate scholarship, and sound 
and intelligent criticism. 

I now commend myself to the kind judgment of my 
readers; and with the hope that some time in the course 
of the following year, if God be pleased to give me health 
and strength, I may be enabled to complete another portion 
of my laborious undertaking, I here bring to its close a work 
that has claimed my incessant attention for some months. 


x PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION. 


May the blessing of God rest on this reappearance of a 
lowly tribute to His Honour and Glory, may its errors and 
shortcomings be forgiven, and its broken and partial glimpses 
of Divine Truth be permitted to excite in others a deeper 
reverence for the Eternal Word, and a more earnest longing 
for the full and perfect Day. 


CAMBRIDGE, 
August, 1859. 


PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION. 


HE following pages form the second part of a comment- 

ary on St Paul’s Epistles, founded on the same prin- 

ciples and constructed on the same plan as that on the 
Epistle to the Galatians. 

As I explained somewhat at length in the preface to that 
Epistle the general principles, critical, grammatical, and exe- 
getical, upon which this commentary has been attempted, I 
will now only make a few special observations on this present 
portion of the work, and record my obligations to those ex- 
positors who have more particularly devoted themselves to 
this Epistle. | 

With regard to the present commentary, I must remind 
the reader, that as in style, matter, and logical connexion, 
this sublime Epistle differs considerably from that to the 
Galatians, so the commentary must necessarily in many 
respects reflect these differences and distinctions. Several 
points of grammatical interest which particularly character- 
ized the former Epistle are scarcely perceptible in the pre- 
sent; while difficulties which made themselves but slightly 
felt in the vivid, argumentative, expostulatory language of 
the Epistle to the Galatians, are here, amidst the earnest 
hortatory comments, the deeper doctrinal expositions, and 
the more profound enarrations of the primal counsels of God, 
ever maintaining a distinct and visible prominence. In the 
Epistle to the Galatians, for example, the explanation of the 
uses of the cases did not commonly involve many points of 
interest: in this Epistle, the cases, especially the genitive, 
present almost every phase and form of difficulty : the uses 
are most various, the combinations most subtle and signi- 
ficant. In the Epistle to the Galatians again, the particles, 
causal, illative, or adversative, which connected the clauses 
were constantly claiming the reader’s attention, while the 
subordination or co-ordination of the clauses themselves and 
the inter-dependence of the different members and factors of 
the sentence were generally simple and perspicuous. In the 
present Epistle these difficulties are exactly reversed, the use 
of the particles is more simple, while the intertexture of 
sentences and the connexion of clauses, especially in the 
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earlier portions of the Epistle, try the powers and principles 
of grammatical and logical analysis to the very uttermost. 

In the first chapter more particularly, when we are per- 
mitted as it were to gaze upon the evolution of the arche- 
typal dispensation of God, amidst those linked and blended 
clauses that, like the enwreathed smoke of some sweet- 
smelling sacrifice, mount and mount upwards to the very 
heaven of heavens, in that group of sentences of rarest har- 
mony and more than mortal eloquence, these difficulties are 
so great and so deep, that the most exact language and the 
most discriminating analysis seem, as they truly are, too poor 
and too weak to convey the force or connexion of expressions 
so august, and thoughts so unspeakably profound. 

It is in this part that I have been deeply conscious that 
the system of exposition which I have adopted has passed 
through its sorest and severest trial; and though I have 
laboured with anxious and unremitting industry, though I 
have spared neither toil nor time, but with fear and trem- 
bling, and not without many prayers, have devoted every 
power to the endeavour to develop the outward meaning and 
connexion of this stupendous revelation, I yet feel from my 
very heart how feeble that effort has been, how inexpressive 
my words, how powerless my grasp, how imperfect my de- 
lineation. 

Still, in other portions of this Epistle, I trust I am not 
hea ge in saying that I have been more cheered and 

opeful, and that I have felt increased confidence in the 
system of exposition I was enabled to pursue in the com- 
mentary on the preceding Epistle. I have thus (especially 
after the kind notices my former work has received) studiously 
maintained in the present notes the same critical and gram- 
matical characteristics which marked the former commentary. 
The only differences that I am aware of will be found in the 
still greater attention I have paid to the Greek Expositors, a 
slight decrease in the references to some modern commen- 
tators in whom I have felt a diminishing confidence, a slight 
increase in the references to our best English Divines which 
the nature of this profound Epistle has seemed to require. 
I deeply regret that the limits which I have prescribed to 
myself in this commentary have prevented my embodying the 
substance of these references in the notes, as I well know 
the disinclination to pause and consult other authors which 
every reader, save the most earnest and truth-seeking, is 
certain to feel. Yet this I will say, that I think the student 
will not often regret the trouble he may have to take in 
reading those few portions of our great English Divines to 
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which I have directed his attention, and which, for his sake, 
I could wish had been more numerous. Such as they are, 
they are the results of my own private reading and observation. 

In the craniinaticnl portion of the commentary I must 
entreat the reader to bear with me, if, for the sake of brevity, 
and I might even say perspicuity, I have been forced to avail 
inyself of the current forms of expression adopted by modern 
grammatical writers. They will all be found elucidated in the 
treatises to which I have referred, and of these every one, to 
the best of my belief, is well known and accessible, and will 
probably occupy a place in the library of most scholars. 

I must now briefly notice the authors to whom, in addition 
to those mentioned in the preface to the Galatians, I am 
indebted in the present Epistle. 

Of the patristic commentators I have derived great benefit 
from some exceedingly valuable annotations of Origen, which 
are to be found in Cramer’s Catene, and which have hitherto 
scarcely received any notice from recent expositors, though 
they most eminently deserve it. 

Of modern commentators on this Epistle, I am deeply 
indebted to the admirable exposition of Harless, which, for 
accurate scholarship, learning, candour, and ability, may be 
pronounced one of the best, if not the very best commentary 
that has ever yet appeared on any single portion of Holy 
Scripture. 

The exposition of this Epistle by Dr Stier under the title 
of Die Gemeinde in Christo Jesu, is very complete and compre- 
hensive, but so depressingly voluminous as to weary out the 

tience of the most devoted reader. When I mention that 
1t extends to upwards of 1050 closely printed pages, and that 
some single verses (e.g. ch. 1. 23, Ul. I p) are commented on 
to the extent of nearly thirty pages, I may be excused if I 
express my regret that a writer so earnest, so reverential, and 
so favourably known to the world as Dr Rudolph Stier, should 
not have endeavoured to have confined his commentary to 
somewhat more moderate dimensions. The chief fault I ven- 
ture to find with Dr Stier’s system of interpretation 1s his 
constant and (in this work) characteristic endeavour to blend 
together two or more explanations, and, in his earnest and 
most praiseworthy attempt to exhibit the many deeper mean- 
ings which a passage may involve, to unite what is often dissi- 
milar and inharmonious. Still his commentary is the produc- 
tion of a learned and devout mind, and no reader will consult 
it in vain. A review of it may be found in the seventy-ninth 
volume of Reuter’s Repertorium. 

The third special commentary I desire to mention is the 
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full and laborious work of Professor Eadie. I have derived 
from it little directly, as it is to a great degree confessedly a 
compilation from existing materials, and these I have in 
all cases thought it my duty to examine and to use for my- 
self; still I have never failed to give Professor Eadie’s de- 
cisions my best consideration, and have in many cases felt 
myself edified by the devoutness, and not unfrequently the 
eloquence of his expositions. I trust however the learned 
author will excuse me when [I say that I do not think the 
grammatical portion of the commentary is by any means so 
well executed as the exegetical, and that I cannot but regard 
this otherwise able work as to a certain extent an example 
of the truth of an opinion which I ventured to express in the 
preface to the Galatians, viz. that theological as well as gram- 
matical learning is now so much increased, that it is hard to 
find a commentator who is able satisfactorily to undertake, at 
one and the same time, a critical, grammatical, exegetical, and 
dogmatical exposition of any portion of the New Testament. 
In his cumulative representation of the opinions of other 
commentators, as my notes will occasionally testify, Professor 
Eadie is also not always exact: with these abatements how- 
ever, which candour compels me to make, I can heartily and 
conscientiously recommend this commentary as both judicious 
and comprehensive, and as a great and important addition to 
the exegetical labours of this country. 

I need hardly add that the last edition of the accurate, 
perspicuous, and learned commentary of Dr Meyer has been 
most carefully consulted throughout, and I must again, as in 
the preface to the Galatians, avow my. great obligations to 
the acumen and scholarship of the learned editor. In many 
doctrinal questions I differ widely from Dr Meyer, but as a 
critical and grammatical expositor he deserves the respect of 
all thoughtful readers. 

I have now only to commit my work to the reader with 
the humble prayer to Almighty God, through Jesus Christ, 
that it may receive a blessing from above ; and, though feebly 
and imperfectly, may still be permitted to minister somewhat 
to the more accurate knowledge of His blessed Word, and to 
the clearer perception of the outward forms and expressions 
of His everlasting Truth. 


CAMBRIDGE, 
June, 1855. 


INTRODUCTION. 


HE sublime Epistle to the Ephesians was written by St Paul 

during his first captivity at Rome (Acts xxviii. 16), and stands 
second or more probably third in the third of the four groups into 
which the Epistles of St Paul may be conveniently divided. The 
Ep. to the Colossians (Meyer, Hinleit. p. 18, Wieseler, Chronol. 
Pp. 450 8q.), and also that to Philemon, appear to have immediately 
preceded, while that to the Philippians seems to have succeeded 
after an interval of perhaps a year, when the Apostle’s confine- 
ment assumed a harsher character, and his prospects seemed in 
some measure more cheerless (Phil. i. 20). 

It was thus written about the year A.D. 62, and was conveyed 
to the Church of Ephesus by Tychicus (Eph. vi. 21), either while 
on his way to deliver the Epistles addressed respectively to the 
Colossians and to Philemon, or, as has been thought more proba- 
ble (Meyer, Hinleit. p. 17), on his return after having performed 
that duty. 

That the Epistle was addressed to the Christians of the import- 
ant city of Ephesus is not open to very serious doubt. The 
critical arguments (see note on ch. i.1), and the nearly unanimous 
consent of the early Church (Iren. Her. v. 2. 3, Clem. Alex. 
Strom. Iv. 8, Vol. 1. p. 592, ed. Potter, Orig. Cele. Vol. 1. p. 458, ed. 
Bened.) are generally in favour of such a destination. Still as 
the critical arguments have to some extent been modified by the 
evidence of the Sinaitic MS., and as the omission of greetings and 
personal notices in an Epistle sent from the founder of the Church 
of Ephesus (Acts xix. 1.8q., comp. xviii. 19) to converts with whom 
he had dwelt nearly three years (Acts xx. 31) is certainly striking 
and noticeable, we may now the more confidently adopt the opinion 
of Usher (Amnal. ann. 4068) and of several recent expositors, that 
this Epistle, if addressed primarily to the Christians at Ephesus, 
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was still designed for circulation in all the churches conterminous 
to or dependent on that city, and was thus left studiously general 
in form, and free from distinctive notices. Individual greetings 
and other messages of affection might well have been entrusted 
to a bearer who was specially commissioned to inform the receiv- 
ers of the Epistle upon all points connected with the personal state 
of the Apostle (ch. vi. 21). 

The Epistle does not appear to have been called forth by any 
particular circumstances, nor to have involved any warning against 
the peculiarities of Jewish or Eastern Philosophy, but was de- 
signed to set forth the origin and development of the Church of 
Christ, and to display to the Christian dweller under the shadow of 
the great temple of Diana the unity and beauty of that transcend- 
ently more glorious spiritual temple (ch. ii. 20) of which Christ 
Himself was the chief corner stone, and the saints portions of the 
superstructure. That it should also contain many thoughts nearly 
identical with those expressed in the Epistle to the Colossians is 
readily accounted for by the fact that both were written nearly at 
the same time, and both addressed to Churches which were suffi- 
ciently near to each other to have had many things in common, 
especially in the relations of social and domestic life. 

The genuineness and authenticity admit of no reasonable doubt. 
The testimonies of the Early Church are unusually strong and per- 
sistent (see reff. above, and add Tertull. de Preser. ch. xxxvi, Hip- 
pol. Refut. Her. p. 193, ed. Oxf.), and have never been called in 
question till comparatively recent times. The objections are purely 
of a subjective character, being mainly founded on imaginary 
weaknesses in style or equally imaginary references to early Gnos- 
ticism, and have been so fuirly and fully confuted that they can no 
longer be considered to deserve any serious attention: see esp. 
Meyer, Finleit. p. 19 8q-, Davidson, /ntrod. Vol. 1. p. 352 3q., 
Alford, Prolegom. p. 8. 

The arguments in favour of the Epistle having been written 


at Ceesarea will be found in Meyer, Hinlewt. § 2, but are far from . 


convincing. 


IrPoz 


Apostolic address 
and salutation. 


E®EXIOY:. 


AYAOZ drdarodros Xproroi ‘In- I. 


cov Ota OeAnuaros Beot trois dios 


Cuap. I. 1. dwéerodos X.*I.] ‘an 
Apostle of Christ Jesus:’ gen. not of 
ablation (the source from which his 
commission proceeded; comp. Stier 
in loc.), but simply of possession, in 
reference to the Master whose servant 
and minister he was; see Acts xxvii. 
23, od elul; Rom. i. 1, So0dos “I. X.: 
and comp. notes on Col. i. 1. The 
distinction between these forms of the 
gen. (which Eadie appears not to have 
fully felt) is often faintly marked 
(compare Scheuerl. Synt. § 16, 17); 
still Harless seems quite correct in 
saying that the idea of authorisation 
does not depend simply on the gen., 
but on the modal clauses, as xar’ émt- 
tayjv, 1 Tim. i. 1, which are com- 
monly attached: comp. Gal. i. 1, 
where the nature of the relations be- 
tween the Apostle and his converts 
suggests language of unusual pre- 
cision. Std OeArjparos 
@eov] ‘by the will of God;’ modal 
clause appended to the preceding 
words, not so much to enhance his 
. apostolic authority (comp. Alf.), as in 
that thankful remembrance of God’s 
power and grace which any allusion 
to his ministerial office was sure to 
awaken in the Apostle’s heart: comp. 
1 Cor. xv. 10, Gal. i. 15. These and 
the preceding words occur in the same 
order and connexion in 2 Cor. i. 1, 


Col. i. 1, 2 Tim. i. 1; comp. 1 Cor. i. 1. 
Though it is not possible to doubt 
that the Apostle, in addressing dif- 
ferent Churches or individuals, de- 
signedly adopted the same or different 
modes of salutation, still it is not in 
all cases easy to trace from external 
considerations the reasons for the 
choice; comp. notes on Col. i. 1. 
Riickert, who has slightly touched 
on the subject (on Gal. i. 1), refers 
the Apostle’s present specification of 
his authority, 5:4 Oecd. ©., to the en- 
cyclical character of the Epistle. As 
this character, though probable (see 
crit. note), is merely hypothetical, it 
will be safer, and perhaps more na- 
tural, to adopt the more general ex- 
planation above alluded to; see Meyer 
on 1 Cor. i. I. 

Tots dylots] ‘to the Saints.’ Christians 
are appy. called dyo: in the N.T. in 
three senses: (a) generally, as mem- 
bers of a visible and local community 
devoted to God's service (Acts ix. 32, 
xxvi. 10, Rom. xv. 25), and, as such, 
united in a common outward profes- 
sion of faith (1 Cor. i. 2; see Chrys. 
on Rom. i. 7); (6) more specifically, as 
members of a spiritual community 
(Col. iii. 12, 1 Pet. ii. 9); and (c) as 
also in many cases having personal 
and individual sanctity; comp. ver. 
4, see Fell in loc. The context will 


B 


, 


2 WPOZ E®EZIOY2. 
trois ovat [ ev "Edéory | cai morois év Xpiore "Incoi. 


1. [& ’E¢écq] In consequence of the omission of these words in the newly 
discovered N we are now perhaps at length justified in placing them in brackets. 
The facts of the case are as follows: (1) As far as our present collations can be 
depended upon, all the MSS., mss., and Vv. are unanimous in favour of the 
insertion; except B, where the words are supplied on the margin by a second 
hand (7%sch.), NS, where the words are added by the fourth hand (Tischendorf’s 
C), and 67, where they appear in the text, but with diacritical marks indicative 
of suspicion: (2) Basil, whom we have reasons for believing to have been careful 
as a critic (see Georg. Syncell. Chron. p. 203, ed. Paris, 1651), certainly did not 
find the words é rots radaois rév dyrtypadav’ Eunom. Il. 19. Bp Middleton 
supposes Basil only to appeal to the ancient MSS. as containing ro’s ofcrv & 
"Ed¢., not simply rots év "Ed. ; comp. Wiggers, Stud. u. Krit. for 1841, p. 423; 
this opinion however has no diplomatic support of any kind, and cannot fairly and 
logically be deduced from the words of Basil; see Meyer, Einleit. p. 2, note: (3) 
Tertullian (Marc. v. 11, 17) possibly was not aware of their existence; it is un- 
critical to say more. His words, ‘veritas Ecclesiz,’ do not necessarily imply an 
absence of diplomatic evidence, nor can ‘interpolare’ (comp. Mare. Iv. 1, v. 21) 
be pressed: (4) Origen (Caten. Vol. 11. p. 102) appears to have accepted the 
omission, as be comments on the peculiarity of the expression rots dylos roils 
ofow: see Tisch, (ed. 7). The internal evidence, such as absence of greetings and 
personal notices, is of more importance. Still both combined do not as yet 
seem quite sufficient entirely to overthrow the preponderance of external 
authority, and the appy. unanimous tradition of the early Church, that this Ep. 
was addressed to the Ephesians (Iren. Her. v. 2, 3; Clem. Al. Strom. tv. 8; 
Tertull. 7. c.; Origen, Cels. 111. p. 458, ed. Ben.). We therefore now place the 
words in brackets, but retain them in the text, feeling it still possible that 
their omission in B and NS may be due to an early exercise of criticism founded 
on supposed internal evidence, traces of which are found in Theodoret, Pref. 
in Eph.: comp. Wieseler, Chronol. p. 442 sq. The different theories and 
attempts to reconcile conflicting evidence will be found in Meyer, Finleit. § 1; 
Wieseler, Chronol. p. 432 sq.; and Davidson, Introd. Vol. 11. p. 328 sq. Of 
the many hypotheses, that of Harless (Finleit. p. 57)—that the Ep. was designed 
not only for the Ephesians, but for the Churches dependent on Ephesus, 
or the Christians who had already been converted there—is perhaps the most 
plausible. 


generally show which of these ideas 
predominates. In salutations like the 
present, dos appears to be used in 
its most comprehensive sense, as in- 
volving the idea of a visible (hence the 
local predicate), and also (as the com- 
plementary clause xal misrots év Xp. ’I. 
suggests) that of a spiritual and holy 
community: see Col. i. 2, and esp. 
1 Cor, i, 2, where defining clauses 


involving these different ideas are 
grouped round xAnrots dylos: comp. 
Thorndike, Review, 1. 33, Vol. I. p. 
656 (A.-C. Libr.), and Davenant on 
Col. i. 2. murrots év Xp. 
*Ino.] ‘faithful, sc. believing, in Christ 
Jesus.’ Ilirrds stands here not in its 
general and classical sense, ‘qui fidem 
prestat’ (Grot., Alf.), but in its par- 
ticular and theological sense, ‘qui fi- 


I. 2, 3. 3 


Xapis vuiv Kal eipyvn ard Qcov warpos yuav cat Kupiov 2 


"Incot Xpirrov. 


Blessed be God who has 
redestinated us to the 


EvAoynros 6 eos cat warnp Tov 3 


option of sons, redeemed us by Christ's blood, revealed to us 


His eternal purpose of unitin 
its fulfilment by sealing with His 


dem habet’ (comp. Syr.), a meaning 
which it indisputably bears in several 
passages in the N.T.; e.g. John xx. 
27, 2 Cor. vi. 15, Gal. iii. 9, 1 Tim. iv. 
3 (not 1 Tim. i. 12, Eadie), Titus i. 6, 
éc.: comp. Ecclus. i. 14, Psalm ci. 6, 
and see Suicer, Thesaur. s.v. Vol. 11. 
p- 741. éy Xpiore implies 
union, fellowship, with Christ (see 
notes on Gal. ii. 17), and qualifies only 
the more restricted term miorés, not 
dycos (Phil. i. 1) and mierés (Harl., 
Meyer). The clause is not however, 
on the one hand, a mere epexegesis of 
aylors (Beza), nor, on the other, a spe- 
cification of another and separate class 
(Stier); but completes the description 
of the dyio, by the addition of a 
second and more distinctive predica- 
tion: see Meyer in loc. Iliords éy 
Xp. thus approximates in meaning 
to miorevwv els Xp. (Gal. ii. 16), ex- 
cept that the latter involves a closer 
connexion of the verb and the prep. 
(rior. els...Xp.), and points rather to 
an act of the will, while the former 
involves a closer connexion of the 
prep. and the noun (mior....év Xp.), 
and marks a state and condition: see 
Fritz. Mare. p. 175, and Eadie in loc., 
where the full force of the preposition 
is eloquently expanded. 

2. xdptis dptv Kal elptvn] ‘Grace 
to you and peace,’ scil. ety, not torw 
(Meyer, Holzh.), which, though not 
untenable (Bernhardy, Synt. x1. 5, p. 
292; comp. 2 Chron. ix. 8), is far less 
suitable and even less usual than the 
optative; see 1 Pet. i. 2, 2 Pet. i. 2, 
Jude 2; and comp. 2 John 3, where 
however fora: gives the wish the cha- 


in Him, and has commenced 
Spirit both Jew and Gentile. 


racter of a definite expectation. The 
suggestion of Stier that xdprs and el- 
piwn refer respectively to the dyro: and 
microt does not seem tenable, as the 
formula is so common without any 
such antecedents (Rom. i. 7, 1 Cor. i. 
3, 2 Cor. i. 2, al.); still they must not 
be diluted into mere equivalents of the 
ordinary forms of salutation (Fritz. 
Rom. i. 7, Vol. I. p. 23). Xdpus ex- 
presses God's love toward man; le- 
phn, the state of peace and blessed- 
ness which results from it; elpyvevec 
yap wpds Tov Ocdv d rhy evayyedtxhy a- 
cracduevos roktrelay’ Theod. on Rom. 
i. 8; see notes on Gal. i. 3. It may be 
observed that as thts form is regularly 
maintained in all St Paul’s Epp. to 
Churches (Philem. 3 is no exception, 
being addressed also 77 Kar’ olxov éx- 
kAnola), while in 1 Tim. i, 2, 2 Tim. 
i, 2, Tit. i. 4 (Rec., Lachm.), the more 
personal term &\cos is added, the latter 
might seem the form addressed to 
individuals, the former to communities; 
comp. too Rev. i. 4, 2 John 3, but 
consider Jude 2, Gal. vi. 16, and ob- 
serve that in Tit. l.c. xdpes kal elpin 
is the reading best supported. St 
James alone adopts the usual formula, 
xalpew: in 3 John tf, 2, the salutation 
passes into a prayer. kal 
Kvplov] Scil. xat dd Kuplou, x.7.X.: 
so expressly Syr., Arm., both. f which 
repeat the preposition. The Socinian 
interpretation, xal (marpds) Kup., is 
grammatically admissible, but in a 
high degree forced and improbable: 
see esp. Tit. i. 4, and compare 1 Thess. 
iii, rx, 2 Thess ii. 16, 


3. EvAoynrés] ‘ Blessed,’ scil. orw 
B2 


Coy 
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Kupiou juav “Inco X pirrod, 6 eroyjoas Hus ev racn 


(2 Chron. ix. 8), or ety (Job i. 21, 
Psalm cxiii. 2): the verb is however 
commonly omitted in this and similar 
forms of doxology; comp. 2 Cor. i. 3. 
In this solemn ascription of praise 
edroynrés (éraweicbar cal OavydfecOar 
détos* Theod.-Mops.), as its position 
shows, has the principal emphasis, the 
rule of Fritz. (Rom. ix. 5, Vol. 11. 274) 
being appy. reasonable, viz. that eddo- 
ynros or evNoynudvos will occupy the 
first or some succeeding place in the 
sentence, according as the emphasis 
rests on the predicate (as it commonly 
does) or on the substantive; comp. 
1 Kings x. 9, 2 Chron. /.¢., Job /.c., 
and esp. Psalm /.c., which are thus 
more satisfactorily explained than by 
& supposed limitation of position in 
consequence of the inserted copula 
(Alf. on Rom. ix. 5). It has 
been remarked by Steiger on 1 Pet. i. 
3 (comp. Harless), that in the N.T. 
edd\oynrds is only applied to God, evdo- 
‘ynuévos to man: it may be added that 
in the LXX the latter is occasionally 
applied to God, the former but seldom 
to man, appy. only in Gen. xxvi. 29 
(Alex.), Deut. vii. 14, 1 Sam. xv. 13, 
Xxv. 33. For a good analysis of 
the present paragraph, in which the 
relations of the Church to the three 
persons of the blessed Trinity are dis- 
tinctly unfolded, see Alford zn loc. 

@eds xal trarip, «7.X.] ‘God and 
the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.’ 
It is doubtful whether in this formula 
(which Riick. needlessly terms ‘pau- 
linisch,’ see 1 Pet. i. 3) the gen. de- 
pends (a) on both (Theoph.), or (6) 
only on the latter (Syr., Aith., Theod.- 
Mops. 1, Theodoret) of the two nomi- 
natives. Chrys. leaves it undecided. 
Grammatical considerations do not 
assist us; for, on the one hand, the 
position of the article before Oeds 


rather than warhp (Olsh.) does not 
invalidate the latter interpretation 
(comp. Winer, Gr. § 19. 3, p. 115 note), 
nor the omission of re before xal (Har- 
Jess) the former; the usual ‘prepara- 
tive’ force of re (Hartung, Partik. 
Vol. I. p. 98; Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. 
P- 730) being here obviously out of 
place. To the former interpretation, 
Ocds pev Us capxwhdvros, rarhp be ws 
Oecod Aéyou, there can be no doctrinal 
objections (see ver. 17, John xx. 17, 
and comp. Olsh. on Matth. xxi. 31, 32), 
but from the considerations suggested 
on Gal. i. 4, as well as from the fact 
that, except in ver. 17, St Paul has 
not elsewhere so designated the Father, 
the latter construction seems decidedly 
preferable. On the most suitable 
translation, see notes on Gal, i. 4 
(Transl.). 6 eddoyijous Hpds] 
‘who blessed us ;’ ‘antanaclasis ; aliter 
nobis benedixit Deus, aliter nos bene- 
dicimus Illi;’ Bengel. The aorist par- 
ticiple (where the aoristic force is 
always least obscure ; Bernhardy, Synt. 
X. 9, p. 383) refers to the counsels of 
the Father as graciously completed in 
the Redemption, and is thus neither 
used (a) for a pres. (Holzh.), an un- 
tenable position, except in a sense and 
under limitations (Scheuerl. Syntaz, 
§ 32. 2, p. 331) which would here be 
doctrinally unsuitable; nor (6) as 
marking ‘a customary or repeated 
act’ (Eadie), a meaning which the 
aorist appears never to bear in the 
N.T.; see Winer, Gr. § 40. §. 1, p. 
248. The reference of quads can 
scarcely be doubtful: it cannot refer 
to St Paul (Koppe),—for comp. 
kayo, ver. 15—but, as the inclusive 
nature of the context (ver. 4, 11, 12) 
distinctly implies, must be extended 
to Christians generally. No fixed 
rules can be laid down as to the 
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evrAoyia wveupaTiKn ev Tois eToupavniors ev Xpirrg, 


reference of the plural pronoun: this 
must always be determined by the 
cuntext, dv wdoyq eAoyle 
wvevparicy] ‘with every blessing of 
the Spirit ;’? agency by which the 
blessing was imparted, é here being 
appy. instrumental (see notes on 1 
Thess. iv. 18), and perhaps not with- 
out some paralleliam to the Hebrew 
3 423; comp. the analogous construc- 
tion, Tobit viii. 15, and James iii. 9, 
where however the instrumental sense 
is much more distinct. The meaning 
and force of mvevyarcxg is slightly 
doubtful. Chrys. and Theod.-Mops. 
find in it an antithesis to the blessings 
of the Old Covenant (rhy "Iovdaixhy 
évravda alvirrera: eddoyla pev yap iy, 
GAN od wvevparcxy Chrys.; comp. 
Schoettg. Hor. Hebr. Vol. 1. p. 756); 
so distinctly Syr., A&th., and, with 
a detailed enumeration of the bless- 
ings, Theod. in loc. It seems 
however much more in acoordance 
both with the present context and with 
the prevailing usage of the N.T. (see 
Rom. i. 11, xdptopa wvevparixdy, and 
1 Cor. xii. 1, r@y wvevparixdy, com- 
pared with ver. 11), to refer the epithet 
directly to the Holy Spirit (Joel ii. 
28 sq., Acts ii. 17). Bengel has not 
failed to notice the allusion to the 
Trinity, which, as Stier (Vol. 1. p. 57) 
has clearly shown, pervades the whole 
of this sublime Epistle. 

dv rots drovpavlois] ‘in heavenly re- 


o FY gv 
‘gtons ;” boas [in ccelo] Syr., 


‘in coelis,’ Aath. The exact meaning 
of these words is doubtful. Many of 
the ancient and several modern ex- 
positors explain 7a éwoupdma, as ‘hea- 
venly blessings’ (€roupdua yap ra 
Sapa rafra’ Theodoret), ‘heavenly 
institutions’ (J. Johnson, Unbl. Sacr. 
Vol. L p. 198, A.-C. Libr.), and thus 


as standing in ethical contrast to ra 
éxlyea (Chrys.), see John iii. 12; but 
comp. 1 Cor. xv. 40, where the same 
words are in physical contrast. This 
is not grammatically untenable, and 
would not require the omission of 7ofs 
(Rtick., Eadie, al.), as the article would 
thus only correctly designate the class ; 
see Middleton, Greek Art. 111, 2. 2, p. 
40, and comp. Winer, Gr. § 18. 3, p. 
99. As however such a specification 
of the sphere, and thence of the spi- 
ritual character of the action, would 
seem superfluous after the definite 
words immediately preceding; as in 
the four other passages in this Ep. (i. 
20, ii. 6, iii. 10, and vi. 12, but contr. 
Chrys.) the expression seems obviously 
local; and lastly, as throughout St 
Paul’s Epp. (even 2 Tim. iv. 18) érov- 
pdyos has that local or physical force 
which the preposition ér? (Harless) 
would also seem further to suggest, it 
will be best, both on contextual and 
lexical grounds, to retain that meaning 
in the present case. ‘Ep rots éroup, 
must then here be referred as a local 
predication to evAoy. rvevp., defining 
broadly and comprehensively the re- 
gion and sphere where our true home 
is (Phil. iii. 20), where our hope is 
laid up (Col. i. 5), and whence the 
blessings of the Spirit, the } dwped 4 
éxoupdyos (Heb. vi. 4), truly come: 
see notes to Z'ransl. 

dv Xpurrg] Not for da Xp. (Chrys., 
Hamn.), but, as in ver. 1, ‘in Christ,’ 
‘in quo uno spirituali et sanctific& 
benedictione donamur;’ Beza. Thus 
ev\oy#oas contains the predication of 
tume (Donalds. Gr. § 574 8q.), év evdoy. 
wveuu. the predication of manner, more 
exactly defined by the local predication 
évy rots éwoup., while év Xp. is that 
mystical predication which, as Stier 
well observes, ‘is the very soul of this 
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> e ~ g 4 9 “~ 9 
ELVaL NMAS AYLOUS Kal GMwmoUS KAaTEVwWTLOV aUTOU, eV 


Epistle,’ and involves all other con- 
ceptions in itself. For a good example 
of this species of analysis of clauses 
and sentences, see Donalds. Crat. § 
304. 

4. Kabds] ‘even as,’ ‘sicut,’ Vulg., 
Clarom., Copt., al.; explanation and 
expansion of the preceding evAoy7- 
gas x.T.X., the particle xa6ws, which 
in most cases has a purely modal, 
appearing here to have also a slightly 
explanatory or even causal force (‘in- 
asmuch as’), and to mark not only 
the accordance, but the necessary 
connexion of the evAoyla with the 
éxNoy}: see Rom. i. 28, 1 Cor. i. 6, 
and compare xa0érc (used only by St 
Luke), which has both a modal (Acts 
ii. 45, iv. 35) and a causal (Acts ii. 
24) meaning. The form xadds is not 
found in the older Attic writers, or in 
Lucian; see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 426, 
and notes on Gal. iii. 6. 
edréaro pas] ‘chose us out for 
Himself ;’ ‘elegit,, Vulg., Clarom., al., 
but with some sacrifice of the fullest 
meaning. Without entering into the 
profound dogmatical questions con- 
nected with the meaning of this verb 
(only used by St Paul here and 1 Cor. 
i, 27 bis, 28), it may be simply ob- 
served that in éte\éfaro three ideas 
are suggested : (a) selection (not neces- 
sarily of individuals, see Ebrard, Dogm. 
§ 560) from, out of, others not chosen 
(éx rot xdopov, John xv. 19; contr. 
Hofmann, Schriftb. Vol. 1. p. 198), 
suggested by the plain meaning of the 
word: (5) simple unrestricted preter- 
ition of the act (alike irrespective of 
duration or relation; Bernhardy, Syn- 
tax, x. 8, p. 380, and esp. Fritz. de 
Aor. p. 17 8q.), conveyed by the tense, 
and further heightened by the ‘time- 
lessness’ (Olsh.) of the quasi-temporal 


predication wpd xaraBodjjs ; compare 
2 Thess. ii. 13, ef\aro dw’ dpxis: God 
is 6 KadG@y (1 Thess. ii. 12) as well as 6 
xadéoas (Gal. i. 6), but not 6 éxde- 
yopevos: (c) reflexive action (for 
Himself ; compare Eph. v. 27, Rev. 
xxi. 2), implied by the voice. | While 
the primary meaning of éxAéyeo Oa: and 
similar words is undoubtedly to be 
looked for in their general and national 
references in the O.T. (Usteri, Lehrbegr. 
II. 2. 2, p. 271; Knapp, Script. Var. 
Arg. p. 556), the modal clauses with 
which they are combined show the 
deeper and more distinctive sense in 
which they are used in the New Tes- 
tament. On this profound subject, 
and on the estates of man (the estate 
of wrath, of reconciliation, and of 
election), see esp. Jackson, Creed, x. 


37- 11 8q., Vol. IX. p. 312 8q., and 


comp. Hammond on (od’s Grace, Vol. 
I. p. 667 sq. (Lond. 1674), and Lau- 
rence, Bampt. Lect. for 1804. 

éy atre@] Not for 5¢ adrod, scil. dd ris 
els adrov wlorews (Chrys., Hamm.), nor 
for els adrév (comp. Atth.), nor yet 
with an instrumental force (Arm.), 
but, as Olsh. correctly and profoundly 
explains it, ‘in Him,’ in Christ, as the 
head and representative of spiritual, 
as Adam was the representative of 
natural humanity; comp. 1 Cor. xv. 
22. apd xataBoArjs Kéopov] 
This expression, used three times in 
the N.T. (John xvii. 24, 1 Pet. i. 20), 
here serves to define the archetypal 
character of the New Dispensation, 
and the wide gulf that separated the 
mpodects rpd xpdvew alwriwy (2 Tim. 
i. 9) of God with respect to Christians, 
from His temporal éxAoyh of the Jews ; 
see Neander, Planting, Vol. I. p. 522 
(Bohn). elvar pas 
«T.rX.] ‘that we should be holy and 


I. 4, 5. 7 


ayamy mpoopicas yuas eis vioOeciay dia "Inootd Xpiorov 5 


blameless ;’ object contemplated by God 
in His gracious éx\oy7, the infin. being 
that of intention; scil. grt rovrw Wa 
dytor Suer xat duwuoe’ Chrys.: comp. 
2 Cor. xi. 2, Col. i. 22, and see Winer, 
Gr. § 44.1, p. 284, Donalds. Gr. $607. 
a, p. 598. dylous Kal 
dpopous] ‘holy and blameless ;’ posi- 
tive and negative aspects of true Chris- 
tian life. The meaning of duwos (d- 
Heurros, kafapés, dwexros' Hesych.) 
is slightly doubtful; it may be (a) 
‘inculpatus,’ 6 dverl\nrrov Biov Exwy 
(Chrys.), in accordance with its deri- 
vation (udsuos, ududoua); or (b) ‘in- 
maculatus’ (Vulg., Clarom., Arm. ; 
comp. Syr., Goth.), with possible re- 
ference to its application in the LXX 
to victims, Lev. i. 10, xxii. 19; comp. 
1 Macc. iv. 42, lepe’s duwpous, and see 
Tittm. Synon. p. 29. The latter mean- 
ing is strongly supported by 1 Pet. i. 
19, duvod duduov cat dowlrov, and 
Heb. ix. 14: still, as there is here no 
sacrificial allusion direct or indirect 
(comp. ch. v. 27), it seems best to retain 
the simple etymological meaning; see 
Col. i. 22, dylouvs cal duwyuous Kal dyey- 
KAjrous, and comp. Wisd. x. 15, Aadv 
Scotov Kal omépua dueuwrov. It is 
more doubtful whether these epithets 
point to a moral condition, t.e. to the 
righteousness of sanctification (Chrys., 
Hamm.), or to the imputed righteous- 
ness of Christ (Olsh., Mey.). The 
former reference seems most conso- 
nant both with St Paul’s general 
teaching (1 Thess. iv. 7), and the 
obvious inferences that may be drawn 
from other passages in the N. T., 
1 Pet. i. 16, Rev. xxii. 11; see Stier 
en loc., and on the distinction between 
sanctifying and justifying righteous- 
ness, the excellent remarks of Hooker, 
Serm. u. 6, Vol. m1. p. 611. 

katevomiov avrov] ‘before Him;’ ‘id 


est vere, sincere,’ Beza; dyiwourny fy 
Tel Av 6 TOD Oeod ddOadpds dpg* Chrys. 
The form avrod is here to be preferred, 
as the reference to the subject is ob- 
viously remote and unemphatic ; comp. 
Bremi, Jahrb. der Philol. 1x. p. 171 
(Winer). The distinction however be- 
tween the proper use of these two 
forms cannot be rigorously defined; 
see Buttm. Mid. Excurs, x. p. 140, 
and Tisch. Prolegom. p. LVII. 

év dydary may be joined with éfedéfaro; 
more probably with dy. xal dd 
(Vulg., Copt.); but appy. most pro- 
bably with mpooplcas (Syr., Chrys., 
Theod.), as S& Paul’s object seems 
here not so much to define the nature 
of the required dyiwovrvn and duendla 
on the part of man, as to reveal the 
transcendent principle of Love which 
(if we may so speak) was the moving 
principle of the rpoopropuds of God; cat 
mpocioey Tuas xal tyydarnoe’ Theod., 
comp. Theod.-Mops. The arguments 
derived from the collocation of the 
words are not decisive, for év dydary 
could as well be joined with ay. xat 
du. here, as év dywouvry with dudu- 
awrovs in 1 Thess. iii. 13; and again 
could as easily precede emphasis grated 
wpooplaas here, as it does épprfwudvor, 
ch. iii. 18. Lastly, it cannot be said 
that the second modal clause, xara 
Thy ¢08., is thus superfluous (Meyer): 
the two clauses point to two different 
attributes; éy dydwry to the loving 
Mercy, xara rhy edd. to the sovereign 
Power of God. For a good defence 
of the second form of connexion see 
Alford in loc. 

5. wpooploas pas] ‘having fore- 
ordained us;’ ¢.e. not ‘predestinans,’ 
Beng., but ‘quum predestinasset,’ Syr.- 
Phil., the participle being most natu- 
rally regarded as temporal, not modal, 
and its action as prior to, not syn- 
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chronous with (as in ver. 9) that of 
éfekétaro: comp. Rom. viii. 29, 30, and 
see Bernhardy, Synt. m1. 9, p. 383, 
Donalds. Gr. § 574 sq. With regard 
to the prep. it would certainly seem 
that wpd does not refer to others 
{Baumg.), nor appy. to existence be- 
fore time (Eadie), but simply to the 
realization of the event: the decree 
existed before the object of it came 
into outward manifestation; comp. 
wpon\mckéras, ver. 12, and see Olsh. 
on Rom. ix. 1. The distinction be- 
tween éxdoyh and xpoopicpds is thus 
drawn by Scherzer (cited by Wolf); 
‘differunt tantum ratione ordinativa 
et objectiv4,’ the é« of the former 
referring to the mass from whom the 
selection was made, the mpd of the 
latter to the pre-existence and prio- 
rity of the decree. On mpoopicuss, 
é&c, see Petavius, Theol. Dogm. 1x. 1, 
Vol. 1. p. 565 sq., and Laurence, 
Bampt. Lect. vii. p. 169 sq. 

els vioGerlay] ‘for adoption,’ scil. wa 
avrod ulol Neyol[d ]ueda cal xpnuarliw- 
pew’ Theod.-Mops.; vlofecia however 
not being merely sonshep (Ust. Lehrd. 
II. 1. 2, p. 186), but as usual, ‘adop- 
tionem filiorum,’ Vulg.; see notes on 
Gal..iv. 8, and Neander, Planting, 
Vol. 1. p. 477 (Bohn). 

els atrév] ‘unto Him;’ comp. Col. 
i. 20, dwoxarad\diae Ta wdvra els 
abréy. As the exact meaning of these 
words is slightly obscure, it will be 
best to premise the following state- 
ments. (a) Els vloO... els avrdv 
must be regarded as a single com- 
pound clause expressive of the manner 
and nature of the rpoopicuds, &¢ Ine. 
and els alr. being separate sub-clauses 
further defining the prominent idea 
els vloBeclay. (b) Adrdv (not atrdv) 
is not to be referred to Christ (De 
W.), but, with the Greek expositors, 


to God. (c) Els atréy is not merely 
equivalent to é& avrg (Beza), or 
45, scil. indnad (Holzh.); nor is the 
favourite transl. of Meyer, ‘in refer- 
ence to Him’ (comp. Riick.), though 
grammatically tenable (Winer, Gr. § 
49. a, p. 354), by any means sufficient. 
In these deeper theological passages 
the prep. seems to bear its primary 
(els=évs Donalds. Crat. § 170) and 
most comprehensive sense of ‘to and 
into’ (see Rost u. Palm, Lex. s.v.); 
the idea of approach (rhy els avrév 
dyd-youcay’ Theoph.) being also blended 
with, and heightened by, that of in- 
ward union; comp. notes on Gal. iii. 
27. We may thus paraphrase, 
‘God predestinated us to be adopted 
as His sons; and that adoption came 
to us through Christ, and was to lead 
us unto, and unite us to God.’ Stier 
compares what he terms the bold ex- 
pression, 2 Pet. i. 4. Kata 
viv evSoxlav «.7.X.] ‘according to the 
good pleasure of His will,’ ‘secun- 
dum placitum (propositum, Vulg.) 
voluntatis suze,’ Clarom.; the prep. 
ard, as usual, marking ‘rule, mea- 
sure, accordance to,’ Winer, (rr. § 49. 
d, p. 357. The exact meaning of 
evdoxla is here doubtful. The Greek 
expositors (not Chrys.) refer it to the 
benevolentia (4 én’ evepyecig BovAnors: 
Ckcum,), the Vulg., Syr., Goth. (‘lei- 
kainai’), al. to the voluntas liberrima 
of God. The latter meaning rarely 
if ever (not even Kcclus. i. 27, xxxii. 
5) occurs in the ZXX; in the N.T. 
however, though there are decided 
instances of the former meaning, e.g. 
Luke ii. 14 (not ‘letitia,’ Fritz.), 
Phil. i. 15 (8¢ ev8. opp. to da POdvov), 
still there is no reason to doubt (Harl.) 
that the latter occurs in Matth. xi. 
26 (0&nots xal dpéoxeca’ Theoph.), 
Luke x. 21, and probably Phil. ii. 13. 
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6. & §] So Tisch. (ed. 23, 7) with DE(F om. #)GKL; great majority of 
mas.; Clarom., Vulg., Goth., Syr.-Phil., Arm., al.; Bas., Chrys., Theod., al. 
and rightly; for js, though found in ABN; mas.; Syr., Ath.; Orig. (Cat.), 
Chrys. (1), al. (Lachm., Mey., Alf.), has less external support; and on inter- 


nal grounds, as a grammatical correction, seems very suspicious. 


The state- 


ment of Alf., that ‘a relative following a substantive is as often in a different 
case as the same,’ certainly cannot be substantiated; see Winer, (rr. § 24. 1, 


p. 148. 


Thus the context must decide. As 
here and ver. g evdoxia seems to refer 
exclusively to the actor (rpoopicas, 
yvwploas), not to the objects of the 
action, it seems best with De Wette 
(mis-cited by Eadie) to adopt the 
latter meaning, though not in the 
extreme sense, 7d opodpdv Oé\npua, as 
advocated by Chrys. In this the idea 
of goodness ( dplorn Kal xaddlorn 
Tod Oeobd éxovowos Oé\nots’ Etym. M.) 
is of course necessarily involved, but 
it does not form the prominent idea. 
For further details, see esp. Fritz. 
on Ron. x. t, Vol. 11. p. 369 sq., and 
Wordsw. in loc. 

6. els trawov «.17.A.] ‘for the 
praise of the glory of His grace,’ ‘in’ 
or rather ‘ad [Clarom.; see Madvig, 
Opuse. Acad. p. 167 sq.; comp. Hand, 
Tursell. Vol. 11. p. 317] laudem 
glorie gratis sue,’ Vulg.; ba } ris 
xdptros avrod déga dSexGy° Chrys.: di- 
vine purpose of the mpoopicpuds, els 
here denoting the ‘finis primarius’ 
(Phil. i. 11), not ‘consequens aliquid’ 
(Grot.), a8 in 1 Pet. i. 7. It is scarcely 
necessary to say that neither is éra:- 
vos ddéns for Erawos Evdotos (Grot.), 
nor défa ris xdpcros for Evdokos xdpes 
(Beza) ; both of them weak and, espe- 
cially here, wholly inadmissible solu- 
tions. As Chrys. appears rightly to 
have felt, dédéys is a pure subst., and 
serves to specify that peculiar quality 
or attribute of the xdp:s which forms 
the subject of praise; comp. Winer, 


Gr. § 34. 3, obs. p. 225. Thus 
then of the three genitives, the first 
is that ‘of the object,’ or more strictly 
speaking, ‘of the point of view’ 
(Scheuerl. Synt. § 18, p. 129), while 
the last two are united (Winer, (rr. 
§ 30. 3. 1, p. 172), and form a com- 
mon possessive genitive. Owing to 
the defining gen., the article is not 
indispensable; see Winer, Gr. § 19. 
a. b, p. 113, and compare Madvig, 
Synt. § 10, 2. dv q] ‘in qué,’ 
Vulg., Clarom., not ‘e qué,’ Reza, 
or ‘qu&,’ Arm. (instrum. case); the 
antecedent here much more naturally 
marking the state tn which, than the 
means by which God showed us His 
favour. dxaplrocey ap.] ‘He 
tmparted His grace to us,’ ‘ gratifica- 
vit,” Vulg., Clarom., ‘largitus est,’ 
“Eth. The exact meaning of xapiréw 
is doubtful. From the analogy of 
verbs in 6w, whether in reference to 
what is material (¢.g. xpvadw, dc.) or 
what is immaterial (¢.9. davardw, dc., 
see Harless), xapiréw must mean 
‘xdpire aliquem aficio.” As however 
xdpes is indeterminate, and may mean 
either the subjective state of the indi- 
vidual or the objective grace of God, 
éxaplrwoe may still have two mean- 
ings: (a) éwepdorous érolnce, Chrys., 
‘gratis sibi acceptos effecit,’ Beza; 
comp. a somewhat similar use in Ec- 
clus, xviii. 17, Psalm xviii. 26 (Symm.), 
and see Suicer, Thesaur. s.v. Vol. 1. 
p. 1504; or (6) gratia amplecus est, 
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Beng., sim. Syr., ‘gratis, quam effu- 
dit ;’ comp. Luke i. 28. Both the con- 
text (comp. Alf.) and the prevailing 
meaning of xdpis in St Paul’s Epp. 
seem distinctly in favour of the latter 
meaning. On the use of the aor., 
comp. note on éfe\égaro, ver. 4. 
dy r@ FYyatnpéve] ‘in the Beloved ;’ 
see Matth. iii. 17, and comp. Col. i. 13. 
"Ev is not here interchangeable with 
3d (comp. Chrys.), or equivalent to 
propter (Grot., Locke), but retains its 
full primary meaning. Christ, as Olsh. 
well observes, is regarded not only as 
the mediator, but as the true repre- 
sentative of mankind. 

7. & @] ‘in whom,’ further illus- 
tration and expansion of the preceding 


éxapirwoev. Here again é is neither | 


instrumental (Arm.), nor identical in 
meaning with dd (Vatabl.). Fritzsche 
indeed (Opuse. p. 184) adduces this 
passage as an instance of this identity, 
and regards dda rod atu. as a sort of 
epexegesis of & @, ‘per quem, t.€. eo 
quod sanguinem effudit ;’ but such an 
explanation falls greatly short of the 
true meaning. As usual, év has here 
its primary and fullest theological 
meaning: it implies more than union 
with (Riick., Eadie); it points to 
Christ as the living sphere of redemp- 
tion, while d:d «.7.d. refers to the 
outward means of it; comp. Rom. iii. 
24. As Olsh. profoundly observes: 
‘we have not redemption in His work 
without His person, but in His person 
with which His work forms a living 
unity;’ see Winer, Gr. § 48. a, p. 
347 note. Exopev] ‘we are 
having; present, and not without 
emphasis; ‘we are ever needing, and 
. are ever having it:’ Eadie. THY 
drodkvrpwov] ‘the (not owr, Conyb.) 
redemption; scil. the long promised, 


and now known and realized redemp- 
tion. The use of this word is thus 
briefly but perspicuously elucidated 
by Usteri in loc.: ‘Who is ran- 
somed? Man, from the punishment 
he deserved. What is the Avrpop 
(Matth. xx. 28, Mark x. 45, 1 Tim. 
ii. 6)? The blood of Christ. To whom 
is it paid? To God. Who pays it? 
Christ in the first place; though 
strictly God who sent Him; so, God 
through Christ ;’ Lehrb. 11. 1. 1, p. 107: 
see collection of texts, Waterl. Doc- 
trine of Euch. iv. 3, Vol. Iv. p. §13. 
We must not however too much 
limit the application of this important 
word. As the art. renders it impos- 
sible to explain it merely metonymice, 
‘a redeemed state’ (comp. Corn. a 
Lap.), so it presents to us the con- 
ception of ‘ redemption’ in its most 
general and abstract sense, alike from 
Satan, sin, and death: comp. Mid- 
dleton, Greek Art. Vv. 1, p. go (ed. 
Rose). Sid rod alparos atrod | 
‘through His blood ;’ closer definition 
of the & @, by a notice of the ‘causa 
medians,’ the blood of Christ, that 
without which there could have been 
no d&gpeots: comp. Heb. ix. 22, and see 
the sound remarks of Alf. and Wordsw. 
in h. 1. viv dderw x. T.A.] 
‘ the forgiveness of our transgressions ;” 
in apposition to the preceding dzov- 
Tpwovs, and a specification of its essen- 
tial character. The distinction between 
&peois (condonatio) and mdpeots (pre- 
termissio, Rom. iii. 25) is noticed by 
Trench, Synon. § 33; more briefly 
but most acutely by Fritz. Rom. Vol. 
I. p. 199. Too much stress need not 
here be laid on the distinction between 
wapanriépara and duapria, for com- 
pare Col.i. 14. Still the former so 
naturally point to sins on the side of 


I. 7, 8, 9. 
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commission, sinful acts, the latter to 
sins as the result of a state, sinful 
conditions, that it seems best (with 
Beza) to preserve the distinction in 
translation; comp. notes on ch. ii. 1, 
where the distinction is more fully 
discussed. Td WAOUTOS TIS XAp. 
avrov] ‘the riches of His grace;’ cer- 
tainly not per Hebraismum for ‘abun- 
dans bonitas’ (Grot.), but with the 
usual meaning of the possessive gen., 
the riches which appertain to, are the 
property of His xdpis. On the form 
7d mdodros, here rightly retained by 
Tisch., see Winer, Gr. § 9. 2. 2, p. 
61. It occurs again, Eph. iii. 8, 16 
(strongly supported), Eph. ii. 7, Phil. 
iv. 19, Col. i. 27, ii. 2 (well), 2 Cor. 
viii. 2 (doubtfully); comp. Tisch. Pro- 
legom. p. LV. 

8. As breplroreverey] ‘which He made 
to abound,’ ‘ufarassau ganohida’ 
[abundanter concessit], Goth., ‘abun- 
dare fecit,’ Ath. Though mrepocedw 
is used intransitively by St Paul no 
less than twenty two times, yet as it 
is certainly transitive in 2 Cor. iv. 15, 
ix. 8, 1 Thess. ili. 12 (comp. Athen. 
Deipn. 1. 16 [42], meperretec ras 
Spas), and as there is no satisfactory 
instance in the N.T. of attraction 
in the case of a verb joined with a dat. 
(Fritzsche’s explanation of Rom. iv. 17 
is more than doubtful, and in 1 Tim. 
iv. 6, 9s [Lachm. ed. min.] is only 
supported by A in opp. to CDFGKLW), 
it seems better to adopt the latter 
meaning with Theod. (judas repr- 
kdvfe:) and the Vv. above cited, 
than the intrans. with Syr., Vulg., 
Arm., and appy. Chrys. in loc. On 
the apparent violations of the law of 
attraction in the N.T., see Winer, 
Gr. § 24. 1, p. 148. ly racy 
codlg Kal dpovijce] ‘in all wisdom 


and tntelligence ;’ sphere and element 
in which the éreplocevcey is evinced 
and realized. As there is some diffi- 
culty in (1) the meaning, (2) reference, 
and (3) connexion of these words, it 
will be best to consider these points 
separately. (1) Ildéea cogia can only 
mean ‘all wisdom,’ i.e. ‘every kind 
of, all possible wisdom,’ not ‘summa 
sapientia’ (Rosenm., Eadie); mas, as 
Harless correctly observes, always 
denoting extension rather than inten- 
sion, and thus often giving a cone 
crete application to abstract nouns; 
comp. Col. iv. 12, and see Winer, 
Gr. § 18. 4, p. ror. The exx. ad- 
duced by Eadie (Matth. xxviii. 18, 
Acts v. 25 [23], 1 Tim. i. 15) do not in 
any way invalidate this principle. Zo- 
gla and dpdvyots are not synonymous 
(Homb.; comp. Plato, Symp. 202 4), 
but may be thus distinguished: cog¢la 
(cognate with odgys, sapio) denotes 
‘wisdom’ in its general sense, xowds 
amrdyrwy uddnow’ Suid. (see 4 Macc. 
i. 16); @pdvyocs is rather ‘ intelli- 
gentia,’ ‘a right application of the 
ppip’ (7d SivacOat Kad&s BovretoacGae 
wept Ta alr@ dyada Kal cuppéporra’ 
Aristot.),—in a word, an attribute or 
result of codla (fh 5@ codla dvbpi 
tixres dpdvnow? Prov. x. 23), thus 
serving here (like droxdAvyis ver. 17, 
auveots Col. i. 9) to define and limit 
the reference of the more general and 
comprehensive word. That godla is 
theoretical, ppdvynots practical (Krebs; 
comp. Aristot. Ethic. VI. 5. 7, and 
Cicero, Off. 11. 2), is too bald a distine- 
tion ; for copa in its Christian appli- 
cation necessarily wears a practical 
aspect, and may in this respect be as 
much contrasted with yvGors (1 Cor. 
viii. 1), a8 Ppdvnors with the more 
nearly synonymous ovveots (Col. i. 9); 
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see notes to Transl., Trench, Synon. 
Part 11. § 25, and comp. Beck, Seelent. 
II. 19, p. 61. (2) The reference is 
to man, not God (Alf.), for though 
g¢pbvnois might be applied to God (see 
Prov. iii. 19, Jer. x. 12, 1 Kings iii. 
28), and @& god. xal dpov. might, sym- 
metrically with é dydmy ver. 4, de- 
note the principle in which God was 
pleased to act, yet (a) wdop seems 
incompatible with such a reference; 
(b) the introduction of these attributes 
in reference to God disturbs the per- 
vading reference to the Divine xdpis; 
(c) the analogy of Col. i. 9, urged by 
Olsh., forcibly suggests the reference 
to man. (3) The connexion (left un- 
decided by Lachm., Tisch.) must then 
be that of the text. Ifthe arguments 
a, b, c, be not considered valid, év 
wdoy «.T.r. must be joined with yvw- 
ploas, as Theod. (werd rodrjjs codlas 
éyvipicev), Griesb., al. The reference 
to God, if the ordinary punctuation 
be retained (De Wette), is in the high- 
est degree unsatisfactory. 

9. Yroploas] ‘having made known,’ 
or, more idiomatically, ‘in making 
known ;’ participle explanatory of the 
preceding ¢replacevcev...dv rdoy cogig 
Kal dpov., esp. of the latter words, and 
appy. denoting an act coincident, and 
terminating synchronously with the 
finite verb: see Bernhardy, Syné. x. 
9, p- 383, Donalds. Gr. § 576; and 
esp. Herm. Viger, No. 224, Stallbaum, 
Plato, Phado, 62D. The ‘ut notum 
faceret’ of Vulg. (comp. Clarom., 
Goth.) is due to the reading yrwploa 
found in FG; 76; Hil., and some 
Latin Ff. Td VOTH ploy 
K.T.A.] ‘the mystery of His will; not 
‘Hebreo loquendi genere’ for consi- 
lium arcanum, Grot., but ‘the mys- 
tery pertaining to it; rod OeAju. being 


neither a gen. of apposition (rd dro- 
Kexpuppévoy avrod Oédnua Kal &dndow 
TOS WaoLLVoTHpLOY avTd Kadov’ Theod.- 
Mops.), nor a gen. sulyectz (‘as it has 
its origin in,’ Eadie), but simply a gen. 
objectt (‘concerning His will,’ Meyer) 
marking that to which the mystery 
was referred, and on which it turned: 
see Kriiger, Sprachl. § 47. 7. 1, and 
Scheuerl. Synt. §17. 1, p. 127. The 
incarnation of Christ and the redemp- 
tion He wrought for us, though an 
actual revelation considered as a mat- 
ter of fact, was a pvoripioy consi- 
dered with reference to the depths 
of the divine will: see Theod.-Mops. 
cited above, and comp. Olsh. in loc. 
Kara rivy evSox. abr.] ‘according to His 
good pleasure ;” specification of the yrw- 
ploas as having taken place in strict 
dependence both in time and manner 
on the will of God; comp. ver.5. To 
refer this to what follows (‘to wit, 
His intention according to His good 
pleasure to gather,’ Eadie) seems ob- 
viously incorrect, involved, and out of 
harmony with ver. §: as xara x.7.X. 
formed a modal clause to mpoopicas 
there, so it naturally qualifies yrwpicas 
here. 

apoéQero] ‘ purposed ;’ ‘ proposuit,’ 
Vulg., not ‘ prestituerat,’ Beza. The 
verb wxporifecGa: only occurs in the 
N.T. in two other passages, viz. 
Rom. i. 13 (ethical, as here), and 
Rom. iii. 25 (quasi-local, ‘ set forth’) ; 
the force of the prep. in both cases 
being Jocal rather than temporal 
(Elsner, Obs. Vol. 11. p. 20), and ana- 
logous to the use of the prep. in 
mpoapetcOas (2 Cor. ix. 7) and mpoye- 
plgerOar (Acts ili. 20). It may indeed 
be doubted whether any instance can 
be found of mwporlOecOa in a purely 
temporal sense: Polyb. Hist. VIII. 13. 
tA 
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1, is not in point. 
dy avrg] ‘in Himself; not airg as 
Tisch. (ed. 2, 7), ‘in eo,’ Vulg. Though 
it is often difficult to decide between 
the reflexive and non-reflexive pro- 
noun (see Buttm. Mid. Excurs. x. 
p- 140), yet as a general rule, where 
the attention is principally directed to 
the subject, the former is most natu- 
ral; where it is diverted by the im- 
portance of the details, the latter. 
Thus in ver. 5, vlodecla is so distinctly 
the important word that adrdy is suf- 
ficiently explicit; here the connexion 
with wpoéGero is so immediate that the 
reflexive form alone seems admissible. 
to. eg olxovonlay] ‘for, with a 
view to, the dispensation,’ els being 
not for éy (Vulg., Auth.), or tem- 
poral, ‘usque ad,’ Erasm. (a more 
justifiable translation), but simply in- 
dicative of the purpose, intention, of 
the zpéeors: comp. Winer, Gr. § 49. 
& P- 354. The meaning of 
olxovoula, has been much debated. It 
occurs nine times in the N.T.; (a) in 
the simple sense of stewardship, Luke 
Xvi. 2 8q., & meaning which Wieseler 
(Chron. p. 448) maintains even in this 
place; (b) in reference to the apostolic 
office, to the ofxos Geo, 1 Cor. ix. 17, 
Col. i. 25, and (more remotely) 1 Tim. 
i. 4; (c) in reference to the Divine 
government of the world, disposition, 
dispensation, here, and ch. iii. 2, 9; 
see exx. in Rost u. Palm, Lez. s. v. 
Vol. 1. p. 417, and esp. Schweigh. 
Lex. Polyb. 8. v. The special mean- 
ings, ‘dispensatio gratis,’ ‘redemp- 
tionis mysterium,’ scil. Christi évay- 
Opwrnors (Suicer, Thesaur. s. v.; 
comp. Valesius, Euseb. Hist. 1. 1, 
Petav. de Incarn. 11. 1, Vol. Iv. p. 
110), which were probably deduced 
from the whole clause, cannot be ad- 
mitted as explanations of the simple 


word. The article is not required, as 
the governing substantive is suffi- 
ciently defined by the gen. which fol- 
lows; see Winer, Gr. § 19. 2. b, p. 
113 8q. Tov wAnpdparos Tév 
Katpov] ‘of the fulness of the seasons ;” 
scil. that moment which completes, 
and as it were fills up the ordained 
kactpot (time estimated in reference to 
the epochs in the Divine government) 
of the Gospel dispensation: compare 
the somewhat similar expression, r)%- 
pwois tuepdov, Dan. x. 3 (Theod.), 
Ezek. v. 2, where however the com- 
pletion is estimated relatively to the 
act, rather than to the exact moment 
that made the remaining temporal 
void full; see notes on Gal. iv. 4. The 
genitival relation of these words to 
olxovoula is very obscure. It would 
certainly seem that rod wAnpuwy. x.7.X. 
cannot be (a) a gen. of the olject 
(Theod.-Mops.), for, as Meyer justly 
observes, the wAjpwua may be said 
éNGeiv (Gal. f.¢.), but not olkovopeto Oat: 
nor again (5) can it be an explanatory 
gen. or gen. of tdentity (Harless; comp. 
Scheuerl. Synt. § 12. 1, p. 82), for an 
essentially temporal conception can 
scarcely be used in explanation of an 
ethical notion: it may however be 
plausibly considered as (c) a gen. of 
the characterizing quality (Scheuerl. 
$16. 3, p. 115), which, especially in 
local and temporal reference, admits 
considerable latitude of application; 
comp. Jude 6, xplois weyddAns tudpas° 
and see exx. in Winer, Gr. § 30. 2, p. 
168 sq., and in Hartung, Casus, p. 
27. The difficult expression olxov. rod 
wAnp. k.7.X. will thus seem to imply 
not merely ‘the full-timed dispensa- 
tion’ (Eadie), but more exactly, ‘the 
dispensation that was characterized by, 
that was to be set forth in, the fulness 
of time’ (‘ propria plenitudini temp.,’ 
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10. é rots ovpavois} Tisch. is perhaps right in maintaining this reading with 
AFGK; appy. majority of mss.; Copt.; Chrys., Theodoret (1), Theophy]l., al. 
(Rec., Griesb., Scholz, Harless, De W.); against éwt rots odpavyots even with 
BDELN; about 40 mss. ; Goth. ; Theodoret (1), Dam., (Ec., al. (Lachm., Riick., 
Meyer, Alf.): for, conceding that it may be grammatically correct (comp. exx. 
Rost u. Palm, Lex. él, 11. 1, Vol. 1. p. 1035), we must still say that the internal 
objections, that éw? is never joined in the N.T. with ovpavds or odpavol, and 
that é» odpayg and éxr2 ys (probably not without significance) are invariably 
found in antithesis, are almost decisive: see Harless in loc. 


Calov.); and must be referred not only 


to the period of the coming of Christ © 


(ed. 1; Ust. Lehrd. 11. 1, p. 83; comp. 
wAjpwa Tay KaipGv 7) trapovela avrod 
qv Chrys.), but appy., as the more 
extended ref. of the context seems to 
suggest, the whole duration of the 
Gospel dispensation (Alf.): see Stier 
tn loc. (p. 96), and contrast Gal. iv. 
4, where, as the context shows, the re- 
ference is more restricted. The use 
and meaning of the term is noticed 
by Hall, Bampt. Lect. for 1797. 

dvaxehorauicacbar] ‘to sum up 
again together,’ ‘restaurare,’ Clarom., 
‘summatim recolligere,’ Beza; not 
dependent on wpoé@ero, but an expla- 
natory infinitive, defining the nature 
and purpose of the mpédeors: comp. 
1 Thess. iv. 4, and see notes on Col, 
i. 22. This article is not necessary: 
see Winer, Gr. § 44. 2. obs. p. 286; 
notes on 1 Thess. iii. 3; and comp. 
Madvig, Syntax, § 144. The 
meaning of this word, connected as it 
here is with the counsels of Omnipo- 
tence, must be investigated with the 
most anxious care. Viewed simply, 
KeparawWoat (cuvrouws ouvayayeir’ 
Hesych.) means ‘summatim colligere,’ 
Thucyd. 111. 67, VI. 91, VIII. §3; dva- 
xepadawoacbae ‘summatim (sibt) re- 
colligere ;’ comp. ovyxepadatoda Gas (‘in 
brevem summam contrahere’), Polyb. 
Hist. 111. 3. 1, 1. 66. 11, &c.; see 
Schweigh. Lex. Polyb., and Raphel in 


loc. But viewed in connexion with 
the context, it gives rise to two import- 
ant questions: (1) Is there any allu- 
sion to Christ as the xegadi (Chrys.)? 
In a writer so profound as St Paul 
this is far from impossible. The deri- 
vation of the word however (xe@ddacoy 
not cedar), St Paul’s use of it in its 
common meaning, Rom. xiii. 9, and 
most of all the context, which points 
to a union ‘in Christo,’ not ‘sub 
Christo’ (Beng.), to His atonement ra- 
ther than His sovereignty (Col. ii. ro), 
render it improbable. (2) What 
is the force of dvd? From Rom. l. ¢. 
(see Fritz.) it bas plausibly been con- 
sidered latent; still, as even there 
this is very doubtful (see Meyer in 
loc.), it must not here be lightly passed 
over. What then is this force? Ob- 
viously not simple repetition; nor 
again (from reasons above) summation 
upwards, in reference to Christ as the 
Head (civiecpov dywhe émixepévor 
Chrys.), but re-wnion, re-collection, a 
‘partium divulsarum conjunctio,’ in 
reference to a state of previous and 
primal unity: so far then, but so far 
only, a ‘restoration’ (Syr., Vulg.) to 
that state; comp. Beng. in loc., the 
editor’s Destiny of the Creature, p. 
162, and see an excellent discussion 
on the word in Andrewes, Serm. XVI. 
Vol. I. p. 265, 270 (A.-C. Libr.). The 
force of the middle voice must also 
appy. not be overlooked. 


I. xr. 15 


aure, év B kat exrAnpwOnuev mpooprabevres kata wpd0e- 11 


va wdvTa, may imply ‘all intelligent 
beings’ (comp. notes on Gal. iii. 22), 
but, on account of the clauses which 
follow, is best taken in its widest sense, 
‘all things and beings,’ Meyer; comp. 
Andrewes, Serm. xvi. Vol. I. p. 269. 

7a bv tolg odpavolts 7A] ‘the things 
in hearen and the things upon earth ;’ 
widest expression of universality ce- 
signed to show the extent of the pre- 
ceding ra mwdyra (Andr.); comp. Col. 
i, 20, and see notes in loc. Without 
entering into the profound questions 
which have been connected with these 
words, it may be said that as on the 
one hand all limiting interpretations—. 
e.g. Jews and Gentiles (Schoettg.), dy- 
yé\ouvs Kal dvOpwrovs (Chrys.), the 
world of spirits and the race of men 
(Meyer),—are opposed to the gene- 
ralizing neuter (Winer, Gr. § 27. 5, 
p. 160) and the comprehensivencss 
of the expressions; so, on the other 
hand, any reference tu the redemption 
or restoration of those spirits (Crel- 
lius), for whom our Lord Himself said 
7d wip rd alwnov (Matth. xxv. 41) 
was prepared, must be pronounced 
fundamentallyimpossible: comp. Bram- 
hall, Castigautions, &c. Disc. 11. Vol. 
Iv. p. 354 (A.-C. Libr.), Hofmann, 
Schrifib. Vol. 1. p. 193, and the edi- 
tor’s Destiny of the Creature, p. gt 3q. 
The reading émi r. o’p. (Lachm., Alf.), 
though strongly supported [BDELN], 
is the less probable one; see crit. note. 
dy atta] ‘in Z/im;’ not added merely 
‘explicationis caus’ (Herm. Viger, 123. 
b. 5), but as re-asseverating with great 
solemnity and emphasis (xce Jelf, (rr. 
§ 658) the only blessed sphere in which 
this dvyaxed. can be regarded as opera- 
tive, and apart from which, and without 
which, its energies cannot bo conceived 
as acting: see Destiny of the Creature, 
p. 89. It forms also an easy transition 


to the following relative. 

11, dv @ Kal dxAnpdé.] ‘In whom 
we were also chosen as His inheritance ;’ 
kal obviously qualifying éxAnp., not 
the unexpressed pronoun (Auth.), 
and specifying the gracious carrying 
out and realization of the divine zpé- 
Geos, ver. 9. This ascensive force may 
sometimes be expressed by ‘really,’ 
see Hartung, Purtik. nal, 2. 7, p. 132 
aq.; the exact shade of meaning how- 
ever will be best defined by a consi- 
deration of the exact tenor and tacit 
comparisons of the context; see Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. 1. p. 636. The 
exact meaning of éxAnpwé. is very 
doubtful. Passing over the more 
obviously untenable interpretations of 
Bretsch., Wahl, Koppe, and others, 
we find four translations which de- 
serve attention: (a) Pass. for m'dd‘e; 
‘we hare obtained an inheritance,’ 
Auth., Conyb.; comp. Elsner, Obs. 
Vol. m. p. 204: this however is not 
fairly substantiated by the citations 
adduced, and is distinctly at variance 
with the significant passires which 
prevail throughout this profound para- 
graph in referenco to man; even 
mpooexAnpwOnocay, Acts xvii. 4, is best 
taken passively ; sce Winer, (rr. § 29. 
2, p. 234: (6) Simple pass. ; ‘sorte vo0- 
eati sumus,’ Vulg., Syr., Goth. ; comp. 
1 Sam. xiv. 41, and see exx. in Els- 
ner, (.¢.; ve. ‘as though by lot,’ in 
allusion to the sovereign freedom of 
God's choice; xAfpov yevouévou quads 
éfeXd~aro’ Chrys.: this however is 
seriously at variance with St Paul's 
modes of thought and the regular 
forms of expression (xaXety, éxr\éyer Oar) 
which he uses on this subject: see 
Harless and Meyer in /oc.: (c) Pas- 
sive, used like micrevopat, paprupotuac 
(comp. dmropofuar, Gal. iv. 20, and seo 
Winer, Gr. § 39. I, p. 233), with an 
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implied accus., scil. ‘tn hareditatem 
adsciti sumus,’ Grot. 2, Harl., Meyer 
(‘were enfeoffed,’ Eadie), with allu- 
sion to Josh. xiv. 1 sq., and reference 
to the xAfjpos ray aylwy, Col. i. 12: 
(d) Pass., in a special sense ; ‘eramus 
faci hereditas (Domint),’ Beng., 
Hamm. [mis-cited by De W.], t.e. Aads 
&yxAnpos, Deut. iv. 20, see ch. ix. 
29, xxxii. 9. Between (c) and (d) it 
is somewhat hard to decide. While 
both present some difficulties, (c) in 
point of structure, (dz) in the special 
character of its meaning, both har- 
monize well with the context, the 
former in its allusion to xAnpovoula, 
ver. 14, the latter with reference 
to wmepirolnocs, ver. 1% As how- 
ever (c) is doubtful in point of usage, 
and as the force of «al is well 
maintained by (d) in the gentle con- 
trast it suggests between the general 
éx\oy? and the more specially gracious 
K\jpwors, this latter interpr. is cer- 
tainly to be preferred; ‘we were not 
only chosen out, but chosen out as a 
Aads EyxAnpos:” clrev éfehétaro uads 
dewrépw, evratidd gnow exdrnpwbdnner’ 
Chrys. The reading éxA7Onper, 
though found in ADEFG ; Clarom., 
Sang., Boern., al. (Zachm.), seems 
almost certainly a sort of gloss for the 
more difficult and appy. ill-understood 
exAnpwOnuer. viv BovAry rod 
OeArjp. avrov] ‘the counsel of His will,’ 
‘consilium voluntatis sus,’ Vulg., Cla- 
rom. ; assertion of the unconditiqned 
and sovereign will of God appropriately 
introduced after éxAnpwOnue: ore 
ovx éredh "lovdato: ob wpocetxov, did 
tTovro Ta EOvn éxddecev, ovde dvayKka- 
o6els* Chrys. The expression PovA} 
OeAjparos is not either pleonastic, or 
expressive of ‘consilium liberrimum’ 
(Beng.), but solemnly represents the 


elvat nuas eis Exatvoy dokns 


Almighty Will as displaying itself in 
action; 6é&\nua designating the «will 
generally, BovA} the more special ex- 
pression of it. The distinction of 
Buttmann (Lez. s. v. § 35, comp. 
Tittm. Synon. p. 124 sq.) that ‘Bo 
Aowac is confined to the inclination, 
€0é\w to that kind of wish in which 
there lies a purpose or design,’ does 
not seem generally applicable to the 
N. T. (see Matth. i. 19, and comp. 
1 Cor. iv. § with Eph. ii. 3), and pro- 
bably not always to classical Greek: 
see Pape, Ler. s.v. BotNouat, Vol. 1. 
p- 383; Donalds. Crat. § 463. For 
further illustrations see notes on 1 
Tim. v. 14. 

12. @lg rd elvar «7.A.] ‘that we 
should be to the praise of His glory ;’ 
final cause of the xAfpwors on the 
part of God mentioned in the pre- 
ceding verse, els 7d x.r.\. depending 
on éxAnp., and rods xpondmix. forming 
an opposition to judas. To refer this 
clause to mpoopiaPévres, and to connect 
elvac with wpondmexéras (Harl.), is 
highly involved and artificial; see 
Meyer tn loc. The reference of 
the pronoun is somewhat doubtful. 
Up to the present verse 7uets has de- 
signated the community of believers, 
Jews and Gentiles. It would seem 
most natural to continue it in the 
same sense; the meaning however 
assigned to éxAnp., that of wponAz., 
and most of all the opposition «al 
jueis (which De Wette does not inva- 
lidate by ref. to ch. ii. 1, Col. i. 8), 
seem convincingly to prove that 7uets 
refers especially to Jewish Christians, 
duets to Gentile Christians. Chrys. 
has not expressed this, but the citation 
above (on éx\np.) would seem to imply 
distinctly that he felt it. It may 
be observed that the insertion of the 
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art. rfjis before 56&ys, with A; many 
mass:; Chrys., al. (Rec.), is opposed to 
all other uncial MSS. and rejected by 
all recent editors. Tovs 
amponAm. | ‘we, I say, who have before 
hoped ;’ bai faura venjandans [hi ante 
sperantes}], Goth.; the article with 
the part. standing in distinct and 
emphatic apposition with jas, and 
defining more fully their spiritual at- 
titude; comp. Winer, Gr. § 20. 1. c, 
p. 121, but observe that the transl. 
‘quippe qui speravimus’ (ed. 1, Wi- 
ner, Mey., al.) is inexact, as this 
would imply a part. without, not as 
here with the article; on these distinc- 
tions of predication, see esp. Donalds. 
Crat. § 304 8q., Gr. § 493 8q. The 
prep. pd has received many different 
explanations, several of which (e.g. 
wply } émorg 6 pAAwv alwv, Theoph.; 
‘qui priores speravimus,’ Beza ; ‘al- 
ready, prior to the time of writing,’ 
Eadie) appear to have resulted rather 
from preconceived opinions of the re- 
ference of ?ets, than from a simple 
investigation of the word. As xpoopliw, 
ver. 5, implies an dpiopes before the 
object of it appeared, so mpoedArliw 
seems to imply an exercise of éAmis 
before the object of it, t.¢. Christ, ap- 
peared. The perf. part. as usual, 
indicates that the action which is 
described as past still continues, see 
exx, Winer, Gr. § 40. 4. 8 p. 244. 

dv Xpiorg denotes the object in whom 
the hope was placed; comp. 1 Cor. 
Xv. 19, and see notes on 1 Tim. iv. 10, 
Reuss, Théol. Chrét. Iv. 22, Vol. 11. 
p. 233. The preceding reference of 
the fore-hope in the Messiah to the 
Jews (comp. Acts xxviii. 20) is in no 
way incompatible with the use of é 
Xpior@ rather than of els Xpiordy 
(Holzh., Eadie): to have hoped tn 
Christ was a higher characteristic than 


to have directed hope towards Christ, 
and designated them as more worthy 
exponents of the praise of God’s glory ; 
comp, Stier in loc, p. 112, 114. 

13. dv § Kal dpets x.7.A.] The 
construction of this verse is somewhat 
doubtful. <A finite verb is commonly 
supplied, either from éxAnpwOnuer, 
ver. 11, or wponAmexéras. If from the 
former (Harless), the éxAnp. would 
now be limited to the Gentile Chris- 
tians, though it formerly referred to 
both them and Jewish Christians: the 
regression too would seem unduly 
great. If from the latter, mwpoyA- 
mixare (not #Arlkare, Beza) must be 
supplied, which would imply what was 
contrary to the fact. Others (Mey., 
Alf., al.) supply the verb subst., ‘in 
whom ye are,’ but thus introduce a 
statement singularly frigid and out of 
harmony with the linked and ever- 
rising character of the context. It 
can scarcely then be doubted that we 
have here a form of the ‘oratio sus- 
pensa’ (Beng.), according to which the 
second év «§ does not refer to a fresh 
subject (Mey.), but is simply resump- 
tive of the first. The full force and 
meaning of this anacoluthon have 
scarcely been sufficiently expanded. 
Kal vpets [quets,s AKL; mss., but 
with no probability] directs the atten- 
tion to the contrast between the pro- 
nouns; dxovcavres x.7.\. suggests a 
further reference to those who had 
hoped on less convincing evidence. 
This might have been followed at 
once by the finite verb éogpay. x.7.2.: 
but was so important a clause to fol- 
low at once on dxovcayres? Surely 
dxoh must be expanded into something 
more vital before it could be so blessed. 
Kal mer. is thus intercalated with all 
the ascensive force of xal (od yap ué- 
vou Hxovoare GANG Kal éwmicredoare' 
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Theod.), and thus, far from becoming 
superfluous (Mey.), is truly a neces- 
sary and vital member of the sentence. 
So appy. Syr., Copt., Goth., Aéth., 
which, though suppressing the xal, and 
converting the participles into finite 
verbs, retain substantially the correct 
structure. "Ev @ may be joined 
with moretcavres (Mark i. 15) as well 
as éodpay. (Scholef.), but as morevew 
és rue is not used by St Paul, and as 
évy > in ver. 11 is not joined with the 
participle but the finite verb, it seems 
best to preserve the same construction 
in this somewhat parallel verse; see 
Riick., and Harl. tn loc. 

Tov Noyov Tijs aAnOelas] ‘the word of 
the truth ;’ not the gen. of apposition 
(Harless), but the gen. substantia: see 
Scheuerl. Synt. § 12. 1, p. 82, Hartung, 
Casus, p. 21. The truth did not only 
form the subject (Mey.), but was the 
very substance and essence. The re- 
mark of Chrys. is thus perfectly in 
point, ris dAnOeias, ovxére dv Tot 
Torov, ovd¢ rov THs elxdvos* see notes 
on Col. i. 5. 7d dayyd&uov 
Tis cwrnp. tpov] ‘the Gospel of your 
salvation ;? not a gen. of apposition, 
nor exactly, as above, a gen. of the 
substance, but rather a gen. of the 
(spiritual) contents or subject-matter 
(Bernhardy, Synt. 11. 44, p. 161, 
Scheuerl. Synt.§ 17. 1, p. 126), scil. 
‘the Gospel (7d xijpvyya, Chrys.) 
which turns upon, which reveals sal- 
vation ;’ thus forming one of that 
large class of genitives of remoter 
reference (see exx. in Winer, Gr. $ 
30. 2. B, p. 169 8q.), and belong- 
ing appy. to the general category of 
the genitive of relation; see Donalds. 
Gr. § 453, p- 475 8q. For a list of 
the various substantives with which 
toy is associated (Ocoi, Rom. 


i. 1, xv. 16, al.; Xpiorod, Rom xv. 19, 
Gal. i. 7, al; ris xdptros rod Ged, 
Acts xx. 24; Tis elpiwns, Eph. vi. 15), 
see esp. Reuss, Théol. Chrét. Iv. 8, 
Vol. 11. p. 81. mirreboavres 
is not present (Eadie) and contem- 
poraneous with ésdpay. (Harl.), but 
antecedent; comp. Acts xix. 2, and 
see Usteri, Lehr. 11. 2. 2, p. 267: the 
ordinary sequence, as Meyer observes, 
is (a) Hearing; (6) Faith, which of 
course implies preventing grace; (c) 
Baptism ; (d@) Communication of the 
Holy Spirit: compare together esp. 
Acts ii, 38, a, ¢, d; viii. 6, 12, 17, 
a, b, c, d; xix. §, 6, ¢, d; Acts x. 
44 d, c, and perhaps ix. 17, are ex- 
ceptional cases. On the divine order 
or method mercifully used by God 
in our salvation, see the brief but 
weighty remarks of Hammond, Pract. 
Catech. 1. 4, p. 83 (A.-C. Libr.). 
étrdppayloOnre] ‘were sealed ;’ rhv Be- 
Baiwow é5¢tacbe’ Theod.-Mops.: see 
Suicer, Thesaurus. s.v. Vol. It. p. 
1197. The seal of the Spirit is that 
blessed hope and assurance which the 
Holy Spirit imparts to our spirit, 87: 
éopev réxva Geo, Rom. viii. 16: see 
esp. Bull, Disc. I. p. 397 (Engl. 
Works, Oxf. 1844). Any purely objec- 
tive meaning in ref. to heathen (Grot.) 
or even to Jewish customs (Schoettg. 
Hor. Hebr. Vol. Ul. p. 508; comp. 
Chrys.) seems here very doubtful: 7 
oppayls is undoubtedly used by eccl. 
writers simply for Baptism (Grabe, 
Spicil. Vol. 1. p. 331 sq., comp. Rom. 
iv. rt), but any special reference of 
this nature would appear not to be in 
harmony with the present context. 
t@ IIvetpart ris brayyeAlas] ‘the 
Spirit of promise’ Loo |o.\%o» 
°o” ° = y 
[qui promissus erat] Syr., ‘quem 
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promisit,’ Ath. The genitival rela- 
tion has here again received different 
explanations. The simple meaning 
derived from the most general use 
of the gen. as the case of ablation 
(Donalds. Gr. § 451; the ‘whence- 
case,’ Hartung, Casus, p. 12) requires 
but little modification. Td II». ris 
éx. is ‘the Spirit which came from, 
1.é, was announced by, promise ;’ Sri 
kara éwayy. avrd é\dBouev’ Chrys., 
or as Theoph. 1, still more literally, 
bre €E dwaryy. €566n° 80 in effect Syr. 
The active sense, dre BeBatot rh» 
érayyeX. (Theoph. 2), is grammati- 
cally doubtful, as there is no such 
verbal basis in IIvedua, compare 
Scheuerl. Synt. § 17. 1, p. 126; and 
is exegetically unnecessary, as the 
idea of BeBalwors lies in éoppayloOrre. 
See Suicer, Thesaur. Vol. 11. p. 1767, 
and comp. notes on Gal. iii. 14. 

v@ dylp marks, with solemn emphasis, 
Him by whom they were sealed, Him 
whose essence was holiness, the per- 
sonal Holy Spirit of God. For a 
weighty and practical sermon on this 
verse, see Usher, Serm. xu. Vol. xrit. 
p- 175 (ed. Elringt.), and for three 
discourses of a more general character 
Barrow, Serm. XIII. XIV. xv. Vol. I. 
p. 1—59 (Oxf. 1830). 

14. &s] As the noun in the expla- 
natory clause (8s...7uGy) gains a pro- 
minence by being not only an eluci- 
dation or amplification (ch. i. 23), but 
a definition and specification of that in 
the antecedent, the relative agrees 
with it in gender: see esp. Winer, 
Gr. § 24. 3, p. 150, Madvig, Synt. 
§ 98. b. “Os need not therefore be 
referred to Christ, nor indeed to the 
personal nature of the Holy Spirit 


(John xiv. 26), as 7d II». in ita most 
distinct personal sense is invariably 
used with the neuter relative; com- 
pare the collection of exx. in Bruder, 
Concord. s.v. 8s, Il. p. 619. The 
reading 8, adopted by Lachm. [with 
ABFGL; 15 mss.; Athan. (2), al.] 
seems clearly a grammatical gloas, and 
is rejected by most recent editors. 

dppaBey] ‘earnest,’ Auth., Arm.: a 
word used in the N.T. only here and 
2 Cor. i. 22, v. 5; comp. }i3Y Gen. 
xxxviii. 17 sq.; ‘arrhabo,’ Plaut. Most. 
I1t, 1. 3, and Rud. Prol. 45. It is a 
term probably of Phonician origin 
(Gesen. Lex. s.v.), and denotes (1) a 
portion of the purchase money, an 
earnest of future payment, mpdédoua, 
Hesych.; % éwl rats wats rapa rd 
wvoundvwy didouévn rpoxaraBor, Etym. 
M.: (2) pignus, Vulg., Clarom., ‘vadi,’ 
Goth. ; see esp. Kypke, Obs. Vol. 11. 
p. 239. The word has here its pri- 
mary meaning: the gifts and vlodecia, 
of which the Spirit assures us now, 
are the earnest, the drapxh (Basil) of 
the xAnpovoula (év rg Bacrrelg rod 
Xp. xat Qeod, ch. v. 5) hereafter ; see 
Rom. viii. 23, and comp. Reuss, Théol. 
Chrét. Iv. 22, Vol. 11. p. 248. Christ 
is termed somewhat similarly the 44). 
ris dixacocdvns Hudy, Polyc. Phil. cap. 
8, ris dvacrdcews nuay, Constit. A post. 
v. 6: see Suicer, Thesaur. s.v. Vol. 1. 
Pp. §12. els drroktérpacty 
THs wepitr.] ‘for the redemption of the 


purchased possession,’ nosaaXd 
wb dal? [in redempt. eo- 


rum qui vivunt, sc. servantur] Syr., ‘in 
redemptionem adquisitionia,’ Vulg. ; 
firat of the two final clauses, expressive 
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cf the divine purpose involved in the 
ésgpa-loOnre x.7.d.; see below (2). 
Tis explanations of these difficalt 
<isuses are very varied. Passing over 
tise founded on questionable con- 
stuctions, whether by participial solu- 
tion (Koppe, Wahl), apposition (aro- 
Morp. acil. repix., comp. Chrys., Theo- 
phy 1,), conjunction (don. xal reper., 
comp. Holzh.), or virtual interchange 
(wepiw. 7s dwrond. Beza; Steph. Thesaur. 
&.¥. weper.), we will notice (1) the pro- 
bable meaning of the words, (2) the pro- 
bable connexion of the clause with the 
sentence. (1) dwrodbrpects, 
a word always (e.g. ch. iv. 30, Rom. 
viii. 23), and here especially, modified 
hy the context, appears to denote the 
final and complete redemption (4 
xa@apda dwon., Chrys.) from sufferings 
and sins, from Satan and from death: 
see Usteri, Lehrd. 1. 1. 1, p. 106, 
Neand. Planting, Vol. 1. p. 456, and 
comp. Reuss, Théol. Chrét. tv. 17, 
Vol. 1. p. 183 sq., who however is 
appy. unduly restrictive. 

wépuwolynors is much more obscure; 
while its etymological form and syn- 
tactic use (comp. 1 Thess. v. 9, 2 
Thess. ii. 14, Heb. x. 39) suggest an 
active and abstract interpretation 
(Beng.), the genitival relation with 
dwodurp. renders this in the present 
eaze wholly untenable. The same 
may be said of the concrete passive 
explanation ‘hereditas acquisita’ 
(Calov.), even if that explanation be 
lexically demonstrable. The most 
ancient interpretation (Syr.), accord- 
ing to which  wepir.=ol mwepirotn- 
Odvres, scil. Aads els wrepix. 1 Pet. ii. 
9 (comp. Isaiah xliii. 21, and esp. 
iti. 17), and is a Christian appli- 
of the nym) Mpyp, the rads 
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be enlightened to know the hope of His 
inheritance, and the greatness of His power. 
displayed in the resurrection and supreme 


Viches of Hil 
afc ee 


wrepcotswos (LXX) of the Old Testa- 
ment, is on the whole the most satis- 
factory. The objection that reper. is 
never absolutely so used is of weight, 
and is not to be dilated by a forced 
reference to airov (Mey.); still, while 
the exx. adduced show such a mean- 
ing to be possible, the context, and 
esp. the genitival relation, render it 
in a high degree probable. The dis- 
cussicns of the other interpretations 
by Harlesz, and the comments of 
Stier (p. 129) on dwo\rrp., will repay 
perusal. (2) Connexion: els may 
be joined with &s éore «.r.d. (Tisch., 
Riick.) in a temporal sense, ‘until,’ 
Auth. Ver., but much more probably 
belongs to dodpayicOnre. Eis dared. 
is thus a clause co-ordinate with eds 
Exa.vow x.7.d., the former expressing 
the final clause in reference to man, 
the latter in more especial and ulti- 
mate reference to God. 

15. Aa toiro xdye] ‘On this ac- 
count I also;’ ref. to the preceding 
verses as a reason for thanks to God 
for the spiritual state of the Ephe- 
sians, with a prayer (ver. 17) for 
their further enlightenment. The ex- 
act reference of these words is doubt- 
ful. Harless (after Chrys.) refers da 
rovro to the whole paragraph ; as how- 
ever the Ephesians are first specially 
addressed in ver. 13 (xal vpeis), it 
seems best, with Theophyl., to con- 
nect da roiro only with ver. 13, 14; 
‘on account of thus having heard, 
believed, and having been sealed in 
Christ.’ Kdyw (‘J also, I too,’ not 
‘I indeed,’ Eadie) is thus faintly 
corresponsive with xal dueis, and hints 
at the union in prayer and praise 
which subsisted between the Apostle 
and his converts. De Wette refers 
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kat to da roiro, adducing Col. i. 9, 
but this example (comp. ver. 4 with 
ver. 9) certainly confirms the strict 
union of particle and pronoun; see 
notes tn loc. Eadie and Bretschneider 
cite Rom. iii. 7, 1 Cor. vii. 8, xi. 1, 
Gal. iv. 12, : Th. iii. 5, al., but in all 
these instances xat has its full and 
proper comparative force: see Klotz, 
. Devar. Vol. 11. p. 635. 

dxotoas] ‘having heard.’ All histo- 
rical arguments (ws pnddrw Geacd- 
feevos avrovs,—noticed, but rejected 
by Theodoret) derived, on the one 
hand, from pressing the meaning of 
the verb (De W.), or on the other, 
from the improbable (see Winer, Gr. 
§ 40. 5. b. 1, p. 248, comp. on (ral. v. 
24) frequentative force of the tense 
(Eadie), must be pronounced ex- 
tremely precarious. St Paul cer- 
tainly uses dxovcavres, Col. i. 4, in 
reference to converts he had not seen; 
but this alone would not have proved 
it, and thus does not prevent our here 
referring dxovcas to the progress the 
Ephesians had made in the four or 
five years since he had last seen them: 
see Wieseler, Chronol., p. 445, Wig- 
gers, Stud. wu. Krit. 1841, p. 431 8q. 
wiv Ka duds wlorw] this is com- 
monly regarded as a mere periphrasis 
for rhv vuerépay w., or rather rip zm. 
budv, the possessive vuérepos (comp. 
juér.) being used sparingly (only 4 
times) in St Paul's Epp. It must be 
admitted that later writers appear to 
use xara with acc. as equivalent to 
possess. pronoun or gen. (see Bern- 
hardy, Synt. v. 20. b, p. 241, Winer, 
Gr. § 23. 7. obs. p. 139), still, as St 
Paul uses 4 wlor. tudy at least 16 
times, and 7 xa’ bu. x. only once, 
there would seem to be a distinction; 
the latter (xara distributive) probably 


denoting the faith of the community 
vieweil objectively, ‘ the faith which ts 
among you,’ the former the subjective 
faith of individuals: see Harless and 
Stier tn loc., and comp. John viii. 
17, TD vduw Te vuerdow (addressed to 
Pharisees), with Acts xviii. 15, vouod 
rod xa0’ duds (in reference to Jews in 
Achaia), which seem to convey a 
parallel distinction, and at any rate to 
invert the supposition of Eadie, that 
} xad’ bu. w. denotes more distinc- 
tive characteristic possession than the 
former. dv tq Kvuply] ‘in 
the Lord ;’ definition of the holy sphere 
and object of the lors, the omission 
of the article giving a more complete 
unity to the conception, as it were, 
‘Christ-centered faith,’ ‘jfidem erga 
Deum in Domino Jesu,’ Beng.; see 
notes on (ral. iii. 26. It is instructive 
to compare with this the subsequent 
clause, Thy dydrny rhy x.7.d., where 
the second article [Lachm. omits with 
AB; 17 al.) seems inserted to con- 
vey two momenta of thought, love 
generally, further defined by that 
amplitude (od rods émixwplovs grat 
sévoy, Chrys.) which is its true Chris- 
tian characteristic; see Fritz. Rom. 
iii. 25, Vol. I. p. 195. As @ general 
rule it may be observed, that when 
the defining prepositional clause is so 
incorporated with (e.g. oh. ii. 11), 
appended to (Col. iv. 7), or, as here, 
structurally assimilated (rloris, am- 
orevw, év, comp. ch. iii. 13, Rom. vi. 
4) with the subst. it defines as to 
form only a single conception, the 
article is correctly omitted; see Har- 
less tm loc., and Winer, Gr. § 20. 2, 
p. 123. elg ardyrag rovs 
dylovs] ‘towards all the Saints;’ ob- 
jects towards whom the love was di- 
rected ; ‘omnes character Christianismi,’ 
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16. yxrciay buoy roaovpevos] So Tisch. with D9EKL (FG, Boern., transpose 
Uyucw and woovp.) great majority of mss.; Sangerm., Aug., Vulg., Syr. (both), 
Copt., al ; Chrys., Theod., Dam., al. (Rec., Griesb., De W. e sil., Alf., Wordsw.). 
The omission of iyo» is strongly supported by external evidence, viz. ABD!N 
(not C, Eadie; this is one of its lacune); about 10 mss; Clarom., Goth.; 
Hil (Rick., Lachm., Mey., approved by Mill, Prolegom. p. 144%), but is per- 
haps slightly less probable; esp. as an omission of judy owing to the preceding 
tyr is more likely than an explanatory insertion, where the meaning is so 
obvious, and as 1 Thess. i. 2 (where ABN similarly omit tudo) is appy. an in- 


structive parallel. 


Bengel: comp. ch. vi. 18, Philem. 5. 
On the meaning of dyilous, see notes on 
eh. i. I. 

16. ob wavopat ebyapiorayv] ‘J 
cease not giving thanks.’ In this 
simple and well-known formula the 
participle points to a state supposed 
to be already tn existence: see Winer, 
Gr. § 48. 4, p. 308 8q., Scheuerl. Synt. 
$45.5, p. 481. In many verbs (e. g. 
aloxtvouat, Luke xvi. 3) this dis- 
tinction between part. and inf. may 
be made palpable ; in others, as in the 
present case, the verb is such as rarely 
to admit any other idiomatic struc- 
ture: see Herm. Viger, No. 218; 
Donalds. Gr. § 591; and for a good 
peper on the general distinction be- 
tween these uses of the participle and 
of the infin., Weller, Bemerk. z. Gr. 

. pvelay tpav trovovn. | 
‘making mention of you; limitation, 
or rather specification of the further 
direction of the etxapirla, comp. 
1 Thess. i. 2, Philem. 4, and see notes 
in loce. él Trav mpocevx ay pov] 
‘in my prayers,’ ‘in orationibus meis,’ 
Vulg., Clarom., Goth. ; éri here being 
not simply and crudely temporal, ‘at 
the time of my prayers’ (Eadie), but 
retaining also that shade of local re- 

‘ of which even the more dis- 
-femporal examples are not 


wholly divested: see Bernhardy, Synt. 
V. 23. a, p. 246, and notes on 1 Thess. 
i. 2. The prep. thus serves to express 
the concurrent circumstances and re- 
lations, in which and under which an 
event took place ; see Winer, Gr. § 47. 
g, p. 336. 

17. tva d @eds x.7.X.] ‘that the 
God &c. ;’ subject of the prayer blended 
with the purpose of making it. The 
exact meaning of this particle both 
here and in similar passages requires 
a brief notice. The uses of ta in the 
N.T. appear to be three: (1) Final, 
indicative of the end, purpose, or ob- 
ject of the action,—the primary and 
principal meaning, and never to be 
given up except on the most distinct 
counter-arguments: (2) Sub-final,—oc- 
casional force, especially after verbs of 
entreaty (not of command), the subject 
of the prayer being blended with, and 
even in some cases obscuring the pur- 
pose of making it; see esp. Winer, 
Gr. § 44. 8, p. 299, and notes on Phil. 
i. g: (3) Eventual, or indicative of 
result,—appy. in a few cases, and due 
perhaps more to what is called ‘ He- 
brew teleology’ (i. ¢. the reverential 
aspect under which the Jews regarded 
prophecy and its fulfilment) than 
grammatical depravation; compare 
Winer, Gr. § 53.6, p. 406 aq. After 
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maturely weighing the evidence ad- 
duced by Winer and others, few 
perhaps will hesitate to characterize 
Fritzsche’s and Meyer's strenuous 
denial of (2) and (3) as perverse, and 
the criticism of Eadie, who admitting 
(3), denies (2) after verbs of entreaty, 
as somewhat illogical. In the 
present case, independent of the paral- 
lelism afforded by numerous similar 
passages (ch. iii. 16, Phil. i. 9, Col. 
i, 9, iv. 3, 1 Thess. iv. 1, 2 Thess. i, 
It), the presence of the opt. 57 after 
the pres. (hoped for, dependent reali- 
zation, Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 622, 
Bernhardy, Synt. x1, 11, p. 407) in- 
clines us distinctly to this sub-final or 
secondary telic use; comp. Winer, 
§ 41. 1. obs. p. 260. On the late and 
incorrect form 37 for dofn, see Lo- 
beck, Phryn. p. 345, and Sturz, de 
Dial. Maced. p. 52. 5 eds Tov 
Kuptlov p.] ‘the God of our Lord ;’ see 
John xx. 17, Matth. xxvii. 46. ‘ Deus 
ejus est quia ex eo natus in Deum 
est,’ Hilar. de Trin. Iv. 35, p. 96: 
The somewhat contorted explanations 
of this and the following clause cited 
by Suicer (Thes. Vol. 1. p. 944) may 
be dispensed with if this only be 
observed, that ‘the word God was 
never looked upon as a word of office 
or dominion, but of nature and sub- 
stance,’ Waterland, Sec. Def., Qu. II. 
Vol. 11. p. 399. The admirably per- 
spicuous distinctions of the same 
author, in Answer to Pref. Vol. 1. 
p: 415, deserve perusal. 

6 warip tis SdéEys] ‘the Father of 
glory;’ comp. Psalm xxviii. 3, Acts 
vii. 2, 1 Cor. ii. 8, Heb. ix. 5; gen. 
of the characteristic quality: see 
Scheuerl. Synt. § 16. 3, p.115, Winer, 
Gr. § 34. 3. b, p. 21x. It is singular 
that a mere adjectival resolution 


(Riickert), or a poetical and less usual 
meaning of xarhp (sc. ‘auctor,’ Job 
xxxviili. 28, probably James i. 17, and 
perhaps Heb. xii. 9, but see context; 
not 2 Cor. i. 3 [Eadie], see De W., 
and Mey.) should so generally have 
been adopted instead of this simple 
and grammatical explanation. The 
use of xarhp was probably suggested 
by the foregoing mention of our Lord, 
while the qualifying gen. 36&s serves 
appropriately to carry on the reference 
to the eternal glory of God which per- 
vades the whole of the first paragraph. 
The reference then of 8é¢a to the 
glorified humanity (Stier), or to the 
divine nature of Christ (Athan., Greg.- 
Naz., see Suicer, Thesaur. Vol. 1. p. 
944), is by no means necessary. 
IIvetpa coplas x.1.r.] ‘the Spirit of 
wisdom and revelation; the charac- 
terizing genitives denoting the special 
forms and peculiar manifestations in 
which the Apostle prayed for the 
gift of the Spirit to his converts; 
compare 2 Cor. iv. 13, 2 Tim. i. 7, 
see notes on Gal. vi. 1, and on the 
omission of the article with Ilveiua, 
notes on Gal. v. g. The favourite 
subjective and objective distinctions 
of Harl., viz. that cod. is the subjeo- 
tive state, dwroxdd. the objective me- 
dium, are not necessary, nor even, as 
the order (state before means, not vice 
versd) suggests, logically satisfactory ; 
copla is simply the general gift of 
illumination, dwoxd\. the more spe- 
cial gift of insight into the divine 
mysteries: see further remarks in 
notes on 2 Tim. i. 7. 

dy dmyvdca atrod] ‘in the (full) 
knowledge of Him,’ ‘in agnitione [or 
rather cognitione] ejus,’ Vulg., Cla- 
rom.; é not being for e/s (Grot., 
Wolf), or 3d (Beza), but, as usual, 
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marking the sphere or element in 
which the action takes place; the 
knowledge of God (not Christ, Calv., 
who is not referred to before ver. 20) 
was to be the sphere, the circumam- 
bient element in which they were to 
receive wisdom and revelation ; comp. 
2 Pet. i. 2, and see esp. Winer, Gr. § 
48. a, p. 345. ’Ev ércyv. thus belongs 
to the whole preceding clause, not 
specially to dioxaX., still less to what 
follows (Chrys., Lachm., al.), both of 
which connexions would interfere with 
the parallelism of ver. 15 and 16; 
axvedua, KeT.X. corresponding to regwr. 
x.T.r., and & émcyy. to els rd eldé- 
‘yar. The ér in érlyvwors 
may be either additive (Eadie), in 
ref. to the increments of knowledge 
continually received, or more proba- 
bly, simply intensive, scil. ‘cognitio 
accurata et certa,’ Bretschn., erkennt- 
niss; comp. 1 Cor. xiii. 12, see Rost 
u. Palm, Lex. s.v. éwl, iv. c. 5, and 
Delitzsch. on Heb. x. 26. 

18. wehwrioptvovs tots dp0ar- 
povs K.7-A.] ‘having the eyesof your heart 
enlightened.” Three constructions are 
here possible: (a) Accus. absolute, 
repuwrionévous agreeing with d¢0an- 
pots, Peile, Eadie: (6) Accusatival 
clause after 57, xal being omitted to 
give the clause an emphatically appo- 
sitional aspect ; see Harless and Stier: 
(c) Lax construction of part. ; repwr. 
referring to viv, and rods éf0adpos 
being accus. of limiting reference; 
Winer, Gr. § 32. 5.6, p. 205, Madvig, 
Synt. § 31; comp. Hartung, Casus, 
p. 62. Of these (a) is grammatically 
doubtful, for though such accusatives 
undoubtedly do exist, esp. in later 
writers (see Wannowski’s elaborate 
treatise de Construct. Abs. Iv. 5, p. 
146 sq), still they far more generally 
admit of an explanation from the 


context; see Winer, § 32. 7, p. 206, 
comp. Bernh. Synt. 111. 30, p. 133- 
Again (5) is somewhat doubtful gram- 
matically, on account of the article (see 
Beng.), and certainly exegetically un- 
satisfactory, ‘enlightened eyes’ rather 
defining the effect of the Spirit than 
forming any sort of apposition to it; 
see Meyer in loc. In (c) the con- 
nexion of the accusatives is less sim- 
ple, but the other syntactic difficul- 
ties are but slight, as a permutation 
of case, esp. in participial clauses, is 
not uncommon in the N.T. (e.g. Acts 
xv. 22; Winer, § 63. 1. 1, p. §00), nor 
without distinct parallel in classical 
Greek: see exx. in Wannowski, IV. 
6, p. 169 sq., Jelf, Gr.$ 711. This 
then seems the most probable constr.: 
wepuwr. K.7T.A. serves to define the 
result of the gift of the Spirit (comp. 
Phil. iii. 21 [not Rec.], 1 Thess. iii. 13; 
Winer, Gr. § 66. 3, p. 549 8q.), and 
owing to the subsequent inf. (els 7d 
elSévat) which expresses the purpose of 
the illumination, not unnaturally lapses 
into the accusative. tovs 690. 
Tis Kapdlag tp.] ‘the eyes of your 
heart; a somewhat unusual and figu- 
rative expression, denoting the inward 
intelligence of that portion of our im- 
material nature (the yvx#) of which 
the xapdia is the imaginary seat; 
comp. Acta Thom. § 28, rods rijs Wu- 
xijs épOadpovs, and see esp. Beck, 
Seelenl. 111. 24. 3, p. 94 8q., and notes 
on 1 Tim.i. 5. On the use and mean- 
ing of dwrifew here, ‘to illuminate 
with the brightness of nner light,’ see 
esp. Harl. in loc., and contrast Eph. 
iii. 9, where, as the context shows, the 
illumination is somewhat less inward 
and vital; comp. Beck, Seelenl. 11. 13. 
2, p. 37- ' ‘The reading of Rec., 
600. Tijs Scavolas, has only the support 
of some cursive mas.; Theod., Gicum. 


I. 19. 


25 


“~ ~ “~ o “~ 
kAfxoews avrov, Kat Tis 6 wAOUTOS THs does THs KANpO- 
a a e 4 U A v 
voutas avrou év Trois alow, Kat Tt TO vmepBaddoy 19 


al. wls] ‘what. There appears 
no reason to adopt in this verse either 
@ qualitative (‘cujusnam nature,’ 
Wahl, Harl.), or, what is appy. more 
questionable, a quantitative (roramr}, 
wéon* Holzh., Stier) translation; the 
ordinary meaning ‘what’ (‘ que... 
spes,’ Vulg.) is fully sufficient, and in- 
cludes all more special interpretations. 
The articles with édwis and x\ovros 
only serve to point them out as well- 
known and recognised, and as indi- 
rectly alluded to throughout the pre- 
ceding paragraph: comp. Bernhardy, 
Synt. VI. 27, p. 324, Stallb. Plato, Crit. 
43 0. qj als x. 7.A.], ‘the hope 
of His calling,’ t.e. the hope which 
the calling works in the heart; 
kAjjoews being the gen. of the causa 
eficiens, Scheuer]. Synt. § 17, p. 125. 
*EAmts is thus not objective, rd édmifs- 
pevoy (Olah., Eadie), a meaning scarcely 
fully substantiated even in Col. i. 5 
(comp. notes tn loc.), and here cer- 
tainly unnecessary, but as usual subd- 
jective; éwl wolas @dmicot Kxexd\jpeda 
wap avroo' Theod. Like iors, it 
is probably occasionally used in an 
objective aspect (‘objectivirt’), as ‘the 
grounds, the state of hope,’ but just as 
wlorts is not used in the N.T. for 
‘religio Christiana’ ( see on Gal. i. 23), 
eo it is very doubtful whether éAzmis 
ever fully amounts to ‘res separata,’ 
as asserted by Suicer, Thesaur. a. v. 
Vol. I. p. 1095. tle 6 wiotros 
«.T.A.] ‘what the riches of the glory of 
His inheritance;’ a noble accumula- 
tion of (possessive) genitives, setting 
forth the xAnpovoula on the side of its 
glory, and that glory on the side of its 
riches. All adjectival solutions, it 
need scarcely be said, are wholly in- 
admissible; see notes on ver. 6, and 
Winer, Gr. 3 30. 3. 1, p. 17% 9q. 


The prefixed xal is omitted by Lachm. 
with ABD'FGN'; 59; Clarom., San- 
germ., Amit., Goth., al., but perhaps 
rightly retained by Tisch. Mey., al., 
with D9EK LN‘; nearly all mss. ; Copt., 
Syr. (both), Vulg., al.; Orig. cat., 
Chrys., Theod.; as the «al in the 
third member (ver. 19) might have 
so easily suggested an omission in the 
second. rots dylou] 
‘among the saints,’ a semilocal clause 
appended to zis (éorw) 6 wdodros 
x.7.A., defining the sphere (the whole 
community of the faithful, comp. 
Acts xx. 32, xxvi. 18) in which the 
wdobros rijs 5df. ris xAnp. is peculiarly 
found, felt, and realized: comp. Col. 
i. 27, and see Meyer, hk. 7. Harless 
connects év rots dylos with xAnpov. 
avro0, an interpretation exegetically 
tenable (see Stier in loc. p. 16t 8q.), 
but, on account of the omission of the 
article, by no means so grammatically 
admissible, even in Hellenistic Greek, 
as the somewhat sweeping language of 
Alf. tn loc. would lead us to conclude. 
For as the former clause contains a 
defined and self-subsistent idea (not 
merely xAypov. ev x.7.d. Job xiii. 18, 
éc., but xAnpov. adrod, sc. Geol, a 
very distinct expression), the latter 
cannot easily be regarded as supple- 
mental, and thus, as legitimately anar- 
throus; see notes on ver. 15. If 
however éy rots dy. be immediately 
connected with the unexpressed éo7(, 
the omission of the article will be less 
sensibly felt (comp. Winer, Gr. § 19. 2. 
b, p. 114), and the harmony in the 
three clauses fully preserved: the first, 
@wis x.7.d. being stated generally ; 
the second, wAofros x.r.d. more nearly 
specialized by é» rofs dy., the sphere 
in which it is found; the third, 7a 
bwepBdddoy x.T.r. by els Huds, the 
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living objects towards whom it is and 
will be exercised. 

1g. Kal rl rd drepB. x.1.r.] ‘and 
what (is) the exceeding greatness of His 
power ;’ specification of that by which 
hope becomes quickened and realized ; 
Son tis wepleorar xrijows ayabGy Tots 
To0 Geot aylos éxt rot péddovros 
aldvos’ Theod.-Mops. Chrys., 
Theoph., and CEicum. refer this clause 
simply to the present life. This is 
doubtful, as the foregoing expressions 
édmls and xAnpovopla (ch. v. 5, comp. I 
Cor. vi. 9, Gal. v. 21), and the reference 
in the following verse, seem to pvint 
primarily to the power of God which 
shall hereafter quicken us even as it 
did Christ, and shall install us in our 
inheritance as it enthroned Him on the 
right hand of God. There is thus a 
kind of climax,—the hope which the 
calling awakens,—the exhaustless and 
inexpressible glory (Chrys.) of that 
inheritance to which hope is directed, — 
the limitless power that shall bestow 
it. Still the individualizing els judas 
seems to show that a secondary refer- 
ence to the present quickening power 
in the hearts of believers (ch. ii. 1, 5) 
is by no means to be excluded. 
alg pds rots mor.] ‘to us-ward who 
are believing ; objects towards whom 
the exceeding greatness of the power 
is displayed: the e/s judas not being 
dependent on rfjs duvdu. adrot (Harl., 
citing 2 Cor. xiii. 4, where however 
els duds is most probably to be joined 
with (jcouer, see Mey. tn loc.), but, as 
in the preceding member, on 7i (éo7/); 
and els having its regular and primary 
sense of ethical direction, admirably 
expressed by ‘to us-ward,’ A. V. from 
Lynd.; comp. Winer, Gr. § 49. a ¢. 4, 
Pp. 353- The second and third clauses, 
rls 6 wdovros k.7.A. and rl 7d drepB. 


k.7.X., are thus perfectly symmetrical, 
the substantival sub-clauses forming a 
parallelism to each other, and the pre- 
positional sub-clause e/s quds being 
structurally parallel to the preceding 
é rots aylos, while at the same time 
it prepares us for the latent apposition 
suggested by the év Xp. which follows; 
see Stier in loc., p. 155. Kara 
wiv tvépyeav does not refer to all 
three clauses (Harl.), but, as the cor- 
respondence of ideas and language 
distinctly suggests, to that immediately 
preceding; not however especially to 
mucrevovras (Riick.), for such a con- 
nexiun, though doctrinally unexcep- 
tionable (see Col. ii. 12), is exegetically 
unsatisfactory from its interpolation of 
an unlooked-for idea, viz. the origin 
and antecedents of faith. The refer- 
ence then is simply to the wholé 
clause, not however as an explana- 
tion (Chrys.) or amplification (Calv.) 
of this power, but, in accordance with 
the full ethical force of xard (‘ mea- 
sure,’ ‘proportion,’ Bernhardy, Synt. 
v. 20. b, p. 239), a8 a definition of its 
mode of operation (Eadie), a mighty 
measure, a stupendous exemplar by 
which its infinite powers towards the 
believing, in its future, yea, and its 
present manifestations, might be felt, 
acknowledged, estimated, and rea- 
lized; comp. Ignat. Zrall. 9, where 
however the duolwua of the &yepors is 
more alluded to than in the present 
passage. As the meaning of xara 
here falls short of ‘propter’ (comp. 
Griesb. Opuscula, 11. 5), so it certainly 
transcends that of mere similitude. 

TOU Kparous THs loxvos abrou] ‘the 
strength of His might,’ ‘robur poten- 
tie,’ Atth., scil. the strength which 
appertains to, is evinced by His toxus: 
neither a Hebraism (Holzh.), nor a 


I. 20, 21. 
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20. éxd&cev} So Rec., Tisch., with DEFGKL; most mas. ; Clarom., Boern., 
Goth., Copt., Syr.; Chrys., Theodoret. xa6icas (Lachm.) has the support of 
ABN; about 14 mas.; Aug., Vulg.; Eus., Cyr.: adrdv is added by AN; 4 mas.; 


Eus., Procop. 


mere cumulative form of expression 
(Kiittn.), but a specification of the 
outcoming and exhibition of that 
power which is the divine attribute; 
see ch. vi. 10, Dan. iv. 27. Each 
word has thus its distinct and proper 
force: tcxus, as its derivation (toxw, 
&w) implies, refers rather to passive 
inherent power, Mark xii. 30; xpdros 
(KPA, KAP, cogn. with xdpa, comp. 
Benfey, Wurzellex. Vol. 11. 178) to 
power evinced in action; see Luke i. 
51. The striking force of the expres- 
sions here used to specify this ‘emi- 
nent act of God’s omnipotency’ is 
well illustrated by Pearson, Creed, 
Art. v. Vol. 11. p. 222 (ed, Burt.). 

20. Fv dviipynoed] ‘which He 
wrought,’ scil. 4» évépyeay, which act 
of omnipotence God, as the princi- 
pal cause (see Pearson, Creed, Art. Vv. 
Vol. I. p. 301, ed. Burt.), displayed 
in Christ, and in Him in us (‘innuit 
efficaciam Dei in credentibus,’ Cocc.) 
who share the humanity he vouch- 
safed to take, and are spiritually risen 
with our risen Lord; see Stier in loc. 
p. 172. The reading évijpynxev (AB; 
Cyr., Procop.) is adopted by Lachm., 
Mey.; but appy. on insufficient evi- 
dence. ly rq Xprorg] ‘in 
Christ,’ in Him as our spiritual 
Head; év here being no mere ‘nota 
dativi,’ a construction now exploded 
in the N.T. (see Winer, Gr. § 31. 
8, p. 195), but correctly indicating 
the substratum of the action; see 
notes on Gal. i. 24. It is scarcely 
necessary to recapitulate the caution 
of Theodoret and Theophyl., 3Ao» 3e 


Sri raira mdvra ws wepl dvOpwrov 
TtéQecxe (Theod.), 7d yap dvacrday dy- 
Opwros, ef xal Oeg Fvwro (Theophyl.). 
In this passage, Phil. ii. 6—11, and 
Col. i. 14—19, as Olsh. well observes, 
we find the entire Christology of St 
Paul. dyelpas] ‘when He 
raised Him,’ Auth. or perhaps better 
‘in that He raised Him,’ Arm.; con- 
temporaneous act with évjpynoey, see 
notes on yywploas, ver. 9. 

Kal dxabioev] ‘and He set Him,’ 
change from the participial structure 
to the finite verb, especially designed 
to enhance the importance of the truth 
conveyed by the participle; see exx. 
in Winer, (7r. § 63. 2. b, p. §05 sq. 
The distinctive and emphatic mention 
of the consequent and connected acts 
heightens the conception of the al- 
mighty évépyea of God (Father, Son, 
and Spirit: Pearson on Creed, Art, v. 
Vol. I. p. 302), displayed in the re- 
surrection of Christ from the dead. 
On the session of Christ at the right 
hand of God, see Knapp, Scripta Var, 
Argum. Art. 11; let these words of 
Bp. Pearson’s however never be for- © 
gotten, ‘He shall reign for ever and 
ever, not only to the modificated eter- 
nity of His mediatorship, but also to 
the complete eternity of the duration 
of His humanity, which for the future 
is coeternal to His Divinity:’ Art. vr. 
Vol. 1. p. 335. dy rots 
érovpavlous] ‘tn the heavenly places’ 


° + 
Likoe [in colo] Syr., Goth, 


4Eth.; see notes on ver. 3. It is 
scarcely possible to doubt that these 
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_ 16. pvelay budv rotovpevos] So Tisch. with D9EKL (FG, Boern., transpose 
duay and sovovp.) great majority of mss.; Sangerm., Aug., Vulg., Syr. (both), 
Copt., al. ; Chrys., Theod., Dam., al. (Rec., Griesb., De W. e sil., Alf., Wordsw.). 
The omission of dud is strongly supported by external evidence, viz. ABD'N 
(not C, Eadie; this is one of its lacunz); about 10 mss; Clarom., Goth.; 
Hil. (Riick., Lachm., Mey., approved by Mill, Prolegom. p. 1441), but is per- 
haps slightly less probable; esp. as an omission of judy owing to the preceding 
vudv is more likely than an explanatory insertion, where the meaning is so 
obvious, and as 1 Thess, i. 2 (where ABN similarly omit judy) is appy. an in- 


structive parallel. 


Bengel: comp. ch. vi. 18, Philem. 5. 
On the meaning of dylous, see notes on 
ch. i. I. 

16. ob wavopat ebxapiorav] ‘J 
cease not giving thanks. In this 
simple and well-known formula the 
participle points to a state supposed 
to be already in existence: see Winer, 
Gr. § 45. 4, p. 308 8q., Scheuerl. Synt. 
§ 45. 5, p. 481. In many verbs (e.g. 
aloxtvouat, Luke xvi. 3) this dis- 
tinction between part. and inf. may 
be made palpable ; in others, as in the 
present case, the verb is such as rarely 
to admit any other idiomatic struc- 
ture: see Herm. Viger, No. 218; 
Donalds. Gr. § 591; and for a good 
paper on the general distinction be- 
tween these uses of the participle and 
of the infin., Weller, Bemerk. z. Gr. 
Synt. pvelav dpav trovovp. | 
‘making mention of you;’ limitation, 
or rather specification of the further 
direction of the etdyapiorla, comp. 
1 Thess. i, 2, Philem. 4, and see notes 
tn loce. dnl trav mpomevxay pov] 
‘in my prayers,’ ‘in orationibus meis,’ 
Vulg., Clarom., Goth. ; ér? here being 
not simply and crudely temporal, ‘at 
the time of my prayers’ (Eadie), but 
retaining also that shade of local re- 
ference of which even the more dis- 
tinctly temporal examples are not 


wholly divested: see Bernhardy, Synt. 
V. 23. @, p. 246, and notes on 1 Thess. 
i, 2. The prep. thus serves to express 
the concurrent circumstances and re- 
lations, in which and under which an 
event took place ; see Winer, Gr. § 47. 
8, p- 336. 

17. ta 6 @eds «.t.X] ‘that the 
God &c. ;’ subject of the prayer blended 
with the purpose of making it. The 
exact meaning of this particle both 
here and in similar passages requires 
@ brief notice. The uses of Wa in the 
N.T. appear to be three: (1) Final, 
indicative of the end, purpose, or ob- 
ject of the action,—the primary and 
principal meaning, and never to be 
given up except on the most distinct 
counter-arguments: (2) Sub-final,—oc- _ 
casional force, especially after verbs of 
entreaty (not of command), the subject 
of the prayer being blended with, and 
even in some cases obscuring the pur- 
pose of making it; see esp. Winer, 
Gr. § 44. 8, p. 299, and notes on Phil. 
i. g: (3) Eventual, or indicative of 
result,—appy. in a few cases, and due 
perhaps more to what is called ‘He- 
brew teleology’ (i.e. the reverential 
aspect under which the Jews regarded 
prophecy and its fulfilment) than 
grammatical depravation; compare 
Winer, Gr. § 53.6, p. 406 sq. After 


I. 17, 18. 


23 


tis dokns, don tpiv IIvetpna gopias Kat atoxadupews, 


9 9 r 9 A 6 4 9 4 ~ 
ev ETLYYWTEL AVTOU, TWepwTicmEevous Tous opOadous rns 18 


maturely weighing the evidence ad- 
duced by Winer and others, few 
perhaps will hesitate to characterize 
Fritzsche’s and Meyer's strenuous 
denial of (2) and (3) as perverse, and 
the criticism of Eadie, who admitting 
(3), denies (2) after verbs of entreaty, 
as somewhat illogical. In the 
present case, independent of the paral- 
lelism afforded by numerous similar 
passages (ch. iii. 16, Phil. i. 9, Col. 
i. g, iv. 3, 3 Thess. iv. 1, 2 Thess. i. 
-It), the presence of the opt. 3 after 
the pres. (hoped for, dependent reali- 
zation, Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 622, 
Bernhardy, Synt. x1. 11, p. 407) in- 
clines us distinctly to this eub-final or 
secondary telic use; comp. Winer, 
§ 41. 1. obs. p. 260. On the late and 
incorrect form 37 for doly, see Lo- 
beck, Phryn. p. 345, and Sturz, de 
Dial. Maced. p. §2. 6 Oeds rov 
Kvuoplov 1hp.] ‘the God of our Lord,’ see 
John xx. 17, Matth. xxvii. 46. ‘Deus 
ejus est quia ex eo natus in Deum 
est,’ Hilar. de Trin. Iv. 35, p. 96: 
The somewhat contorted explanations 
of this and the following clause cited 
by Suicer (Thes. Vol. 1. p. 944) may 
be dispensed with if this only be 
observed, that ‘the word God was 
never looked upon as a word of office 
or dominion, but of nature and sub- 
stance,’ Waterland, Sec. Def., Qu. I1. 
Vol. 11. p. 399. The admirably per- 
spicuous distinctions of the same 
author, in Answer to Pref. Vol. 11. 
p- 415, deserve perusal. 

6 warip tis Séeys] ‘the Father of 
glory;’ comp. Psalm xxviii. 3, Acts 
vii. 2, x Cor. ii. 8, Heb. ix. 5; gen. 
of the characteristic quality: see 
Scheuerl. Synt. § 16. 3, p. 115, Winer, 
Gr. § 34. 2. b, p. arr. It is singular 
that » mere adjectival resolution 


(Riickert), or a poetical and less usual 
meaning of warhp (sc. ‘auctor,’ Job 
Xxxviii. 28, probably James i. 17, and 
perhaps Heb. xii. 9, but see context; 
not 2 Cor. i. 3 [Eadie], see De W., 
and Mey.) should so generally have 
been adopted instead of this simple 
and grammatical explanation. The 
use of rarhp was probably suggested 
by the foregoing mention of our Lord, 
while the qualifying gen. 86¢7s serves 
appropriately to carry on the reference 
to the eternal glory of God which per- 
vades the whole of the first paragraph. 
The reference then of déga to the 
glorified humanity (Stier), or to the 
divine nature of Christ (Athan., Greg.- 
Naz., see Suicer, Thesaur. Vol. 1. p. 
944), is by no means necessary. 
IIvetpa coplas x.t.X.] ‘the Spirit of 
wisdom and revelation,’ the charac- 
terizing genitives denoting the special 
forms and peculiar manifestations in 
which the Apostle prayed for the 
gift of the Spirit to his converts; 
compare 2 Cor. iv. 13, 2 Tim. i. 7, 
see notes on Gal. vi. 1, and on the 
omission of the article with IIvedua, 
notes on Gal. v. §. The favourite 
subjective and objective distinctions 
of Harl., viz. that cog. is the subjeo- 
tive state, dwoxd\. the objective me- 
dium, are not necessary, nor even, as 
the order (state before means, not vice 
versd) suggests, logically satisfactory ; 
copla is simply the general gift of 
illumination, dwoxd\. the more spe- 
cial gift of insight into the divine 
mysteries: see further remarks in 
notes on 2 Tim. i. 7. 

dv bmyvdon atrot] ‘in the (full) 
knowledge of Him,’ ‘in agnitione [or 
rather cognitione] ejus,’ Vulg., Cla- 
rom.; é not being for els (Grot., 
Wolf), or dd (Beza), but, as usual, 
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marking the sphere or element in 
which the action takes place; the 
knowledge of God (not Christ, Calv., 
who is not referred to before ver. 20) 
was to be the sphere, the circumam- 
bient element in which they were to 
receive wisdom and revelation ; comp. 
a Pet. i. 2, and see esp. Winer, Gr. § 
48. a, p. 348. ‘Ev ércyv. thus belongs 
to the whole preceding clause, not 
specially to droxan., still less to what 
follows (Chrys., Lachm., al.), both of 
which connexions would interfere with 
the parallelism of ver. 15 and 16; 
avetua K.T.X. corresponding to regwr. 
K.T.rX., and & émcyv. to els 7d eldé- 
‘pat. The éri in ériyywors 
may be either additive (Eadie), in 
ref. to the increments of knowledge 
continually received, or more proba- 
bly, simply inéensive, scil. ‘cognitio 
accurata et certa,’ Bretschn., erkennt- 
niss; comp. 1 Cor. xiii. 12, see Rost 
u. Palm, Lex. s.v. él, iv. c. 5, and 
Delitzsch. on Heb. x. 26. 

18. mehorirpévovs tots bp0ar- 
pods K.t.A.] ‘having the eyesof your heart 
enlightened.’ Three constructions are 
here possible: (a) Accus. absolute, 
wepwricpévous agreeing with d¢6an- 
pots, Peile, Eadie: (5) Accusatival 
clause after 3@7, xal being omitted to 
give the clause an emphatically appo- 
sitional aspect ; see Harless and Stier: 
(c) Lax construction of part.; mregwr. 
referring to duiv, and rods dd0adpovs 
being accus. of limiting reference; 
Winer, Gr. § 32. 5.6, p. 205, Madvig, 
Synt. § 31; comp. Hartung, Casus, 
p. 62. Of these (a) is grammatically 
doubtful, for though such accusatives 
undoubtedly do exist, esp. in later 
writers (see Wannowski’s elaborate 
treatise de Construct. Abs. IV. 5, p. 
146 sq), still they far more generally 
admit of an explanation from the 


context ; see Winer, § 32. 7, p. 206, 
comp. Bernh. Synt. 111. 30, p. 133. 
Again (5) is somewhat doubtful gram- 
matically, on account of the article (see 
Beng.), and certainly exegetically un- 
satisfactory, ‘enlightened eyes’ rather 
defining the effect of the Spirit than 
forming any sort of apposition to it; 
see Meyer in loc. In (c) the con- 
nexion of the accusatives is less sim- 
ple, but the other syntactic difficul- 
ties are but slight, as a permutation 
of case, esp. in participial clauses, is 
not uncommon in the N.T. (e.g. Acts 
xv. 22; Winer, § 63. 1. 1, p. 500), nor 
without distinct parallel in classical 
Greek: see exx. in Wannowski, Iv. 
6, p. 169 sq., Jelf, Gr.§ 711. This 
then seems the most probable constr.: 
wepwr. x.T.. serves to define the 
result of the gift of the Spirit (comp. 
Phil. iii. 21 [not Rec.], 1 Thess. iii. 13 ; 
Winer, Gr. § 66. 3, p. 549 8q.), and 
owing to the subsequent inf. (els rd 
el5évac) which expresses the purpose of 
the illumination, not unnaturally lapses 
into the accusative. tovs 68. 
vTHs Kkapdlas tp.] ‘the eyes of your 
heart ;’ a somewhat unusual and figu- 
rative expression, denoting the inward 
intelligence of that portion of our im- 
material nature (the yvy7) of which 
the xapdla is the imaginary seat; 
comp. Acta Thom. § 28, rods ris We- 
xijs épPadpuovs, and see esp. Beck, 
Seelenl. 111. 24. 3, p. 94 8q., and notes 
on 1 Tim.i. 5. On the use and mean- 
ing of gwrifew here, ‘to illuminate 
with the brightness of tnner light,’ see 
esp. Harl. in loc., and contrast Eph. 
iii. g, where, as the context shows, the 
illumination is somewhat less inward 
and vital; comp. Beck, Seelenl. 11. 13. 
2, p. 37. ' ‘The reading of Rec., 
600. rijs dcavolas, has only the support 
of some cursive mss.; Theod., Gicum. 
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al. v(g] ‘what. There appears 
no reason to adopt in this verse either 
a qualitative (‘cujusnam nature,’ 
Wahl, Harl.), or, what is appy. more 
questionable, a quantitative (roramy, 
wéon* Holzh., Stier) translation; the 
ordinary meaning ‘what’ (‘que... 
spes,’ Vulg.) is fully sufficient, and in- 
cludes all more special interpretations. 
The articles with é\wls and motos 
only serve to point them out as well- 
known and recognised, and as indi- 
rectly alluded to throughout the pre- 
ceding paragraph: comp. Bernhardy, 
Synt. VI. 27, p. 324, Stallb. Plato, Crit. 
43 0. yj Ams x. 7.A.], ‘the hope 
of His calling,’ i.e. the hope which 
the calling works in the heart; 
kAjoews being the gen. of the causa 
eficiens, Scheuer]. Synt. § 17, p. 125. 
"EAs is thus not objective, rd édmits- 
pevov (Olsh., Eadie), a meaning scarcely 
fully substantiated even in Col. i. 5 
(comp. notes in loc.), and here cer- 
tainly unnecessary, but as usual sub- 
jective; éwl mola @\rict xexdAhueda 
wap avrov’ Theod. Like «lors, it 
is probably occasionally used in an 
objective aspect (‘ objectivirt’), as ‘the 
grounds, the state of hope,’ but just as 
wiorts ig not used in the N.T. for 
‘religio Christiana’ ( see on (al. i. 23), 
so it is very doubtful whether édzis 
ever fully amounts to ‘res separata,’ 
as asserted by Suicer, Zhesaur. a. v. 
Vol. I. p. 1095. tle 6 wAodros 
«.T.A.] ‘what the riches of the glory of 
His inheritance;’ a noble accumula- 
tion of (possessive) genitives, setting 
forth the «Aypovoula on the side of its 
glory, and that glory on the side of its 
riches. All adjectival solutions, it 
need scarcely be said, are wholly in- 
admissible; see notes on ver. 6, and 
Winer, Gr. § 30. 3. 1, p. 171 8q. 


The prefixed xal is omitted by Zachm. 
with ABD'FGN!; 59; Clarom., San- 
germ., Amit., Goth., al., but perhaps 
rightly retained by Tisch., Mey., al., 
with D?EK LN‘; nearly all mss. ; Copt., 
Syr. (both), Vulg., al.; Orig. cat., 
Chrys., Theod.; as the xal in the 
third member (ver. 19) might have 
so easily suggested an omission in the 
second. vy rots dyloug] 
‘among the sainis,;’ a semilocal clause 
appended to tis (écrw) 6 wdobros 
x.7.X., defining the sphere (the whole 
community of the faithful, comp. 
Acts xx. 32, xxvi. 18) in which the 
whobros ris 56%. THs KAnp. is peculiarly 
found, felt, and realized: comp. Col. 
i. 27, and see Meyer, 2.1. Harless 
connects éy rots dylos with xAnpov. 
avrod, an interpretation exegetically 
tenable (see Stier in loc. p. 161 8q.), 
but, on account of the omission of the 
article, by no means so grammatically 
admissible, even in Hellenistic Greek, 
as the somewhat sweeping language of 
Alf. tn loc. would lead us to conclude. 
For as the former clause contains a 
defined and self-subsistent idea (not 
merely x\npov. év x.7.d. Job xlii. 15, 
dc., but xAnpor. adrod, sc. Geod, a 
very distinct expression), the latter 
cannot easily be regarded as supple- 
mental, and thus, as legitimately anar- 
throus; see notes on ver. 15. If 
however éy rots dy. be immediately 
connected with the unexpressed éorl, 
the omission of the article will be less 
sensibly felt (comp. Winer, Gr. § 19. 2. 
b, p. 114), and the harmony in the 
three clauses fully preserved: the first, 
é\mls «.7.A. being stated generally ; 
the second, wofros x.7.. more nearly 
specialized by é rots dy., the sphere 
in which it is found; the third, 7d 
bwepBddrAov x.7.r. by els huas, the 
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living objects towards whom it is and 
will be exercised. 

1g. Kal rl rd drepB. «.t.d.] ‘and 
what (is) the exceeding greatness of His 
power ;’ specification of that by which 
hope becomes quickened and realized ; 
Son rls weplearac riots dyad Tois 
Tro Oeod aylos ext roi péddovros 
aldvos’ Theod.-Mops. Chrys., 
Theoph., and Gicum. refer this clause 
simply to the present life. This is 
doubtful, as the foregoing expressions 
é\mls and xAnpovouta (ch. v. 5, comp. I 
Cor. vi. 9, Gal. v. 21), and the reference 
in the following verse, seem to point 
primarily to the power of God which 
shall hereafter quicken us even as it 
did Christ, and shall install us in our 
inheritance as it enthroned Him on the 
right hand of God. There is thus a 
kind of climax,—the hope which the 
calling awakens,—the exhaustless and 
inexpressible glory (Chrys.) of that 
inheritance to which hope is directed, — 
the limitless power that shall bestow 
it. Still the individualizing els judas 
seems to show that a secondary refer- 
ence to the present quickening power 
in the hearts of believers (ch. ii. 1, 5) 
is by no means to be excluded. 
als tjpds tots muor.] ‘to us-ward who 
are believing; objects towards whom 
the exceeding greatness of the power 
is displayed: the els muds not being 
dependent on rfjs duvdu. adrod (Harl., 
citing 2 Cor. xiii. 4, where however 
els duds is most probably to be joined 
with (joconer, see Mey. tn loc.), but, as 
in the preceding member, on ri (éo7/); 
and els having its regular and primary 
sense of ethical direction, admirably 
expressed by ‘to us-ward,’ A. V. from 
Tynd.; comp. Winer, Gr. § 49. a ¢. 4, 
p- 353. The second and third clauses, 
tls 6 wxAobros x.7.A. and rl rd trepB. 


k.7.X., are thus perfectly symmetrical, 
the substantival sub-clauses forming a 
parallelism to each other, and the pre- 
positional sub-clause els 7yuds being 
structurally parallel to the preceding 
év rots dylos, while at the same time 
it prepares us for the latent apposition 
suggested by the év Xp. which follows; 
see Stier in loc., p. 155. Kara, 
wiv évépyeav does not refer to all 
three clauses (Harl.), but, as the cor- 
respondence of ideas and language 
distinctly suggests, to that immediately 
preceding; not however especially to 
mxicrevovras (Riick.), for such a con- 
nexiun, though doctrinally unexcep- 
tionable (see Col. ii. 12), is exegetically 
unsatisfactory from its interpolation of 
an unlooked-for idea, viz. the origin 
and antecedents of faith. The refer- 
ence then is simply to the whold 
clause, not however as an explana- 
tion (Chrys.) or amplification (Calv.) 
of this power, but, in accordance with 
the full ethical force of xard (‘ mea- 
sure,’ ‘proportion,’ Bernhardy, Synt. 
Vv. 20. b, p. 239), a8 a definition of its 
mode of operation (Eadie), a mighty 
measure, a stupendous exemplar by 
which its infinite powers towards the 
believing, in its future, yea, and its 
present manifestations, might be felt, 
acknowledged, estimated, and rea: 
lized; comp. Ignat. Tall. 9, where 
however the duolwua of the &yepors is 
more alluded to than in the present 
passage. As the meaning of xara 
here falls short of ‘ propter’ (comp. 
Griesb. Opuscula, II. 5), so it certainly 
transcends that of mere similitude. 

TOU Kparous THs loxVos airod] ‘the 
strength of His might,’ ‘robur poten- 
tise,’ Adth., scil. the strength which 
appertains to, is evinced by His toxus: 


‘neither a Hebraism (Holzh.), nor a— 


I. 20, 21, 
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20. éxd&cev] So Rec., Tisch., with DEFGKL; most mas. ; Clarom., Boern., 


Goth., Copt., Syr.; Chrys., Theodoret. 


xadloas (Lachm.) has the support of 


ABN; about 14 mss.; Aug., Vulg.; Eus., Cyr.: avdrdv is added by AN; 4 mas.; 


Eus., Procop. 


mere cumulative form of expression 
(Kiittn.), but a specification of the 
outcoming and exhibition of that 
power which is the divine attribute; 
see ch. vi. 10, Dan. iv. 27. Each 
word has thus its distinct and proper 
force: tcxus, as its derivation (toxw, 
&w) implies, refers rather to passive 
inherent power, Mark xii. 30; xpdros 
(KPA, KAP, cogn. with «dpa, comp. 
Benfey, Wurzellex. Vol. 11. 178) to 
power evinced in action; see Luke i. 
51. The striking force of the expres- 
sions here used to specify this ‘emi- 
nent act of God’s omnipotency’ is 
well illustrated by Pearson, Creed, 
Art. v. Vol. 11. p. 222 (ed. Burt.). 

20. fv dvifpynce] ‘which He 
wrought,’ scil. qv é&vépyeav, which act 
of omnipotence God, as the princi- 
pal cause (see Pearson, Creed, Art. v. 
Vol. I. p. 301, ed. Burt.), displayed 
in Christ, and in Him in us (‘innuit 
efficaciam Dei in credentibus,’ Cocc.) 
who share the humanity he vouch- 
safed to take, and are spiritually risen 
with our risen Lord; see Stier in loc. 
p- 172. The reading évijpynxey (AB; 
Cyr., Procop.) is adopted by Lachm., 
Mey.; but appy. on insufficient evi- 
dence. ly rq Xpiorg] ‘in 
Christ,” in Him as our spiritual 
Head; é» here being no mere ‘nota 
dativi,’ a construction now exploded 
in the N.T. (see Winer, Gr. § 31. 
8, p. 195), but correctly indicating 
the substratum of the action; see 
notes on Gal. i. 24. It is scarcely 
necessary to recapitulate the caution 
of Theodoret and Theophyl., d/o» de 


bri ratra wdvra ws wept dvOpwrou 
TéBecxe (Theod.), 7d yap dvacray dy- 
Opwros, el kat Oeg Fvwro (Theophyl.). 
In this passage, Phil. ii. 6—11, and 
Col. i, 14—19, as Olah. well observes, 
we find the entire Christology of St 
Paul. dyelpas] ‘when He 
raised Him,’ Auth. or perhaps better 
‘in that He raised Him,’ Arm.; con- 
temporaneous act with évijpynoer, see 
notes on yowploas, ver. 9. 

kal dxaOioev] ‘and He set Him,’ 
change from the participial structure 
to the finite verb, especially designed 
to enhance the importance of the truth 
conveyed by the participle; see exx. 
in Winer, Gr. § 63. 2. b, p. §05 8q. 
The distinctive and emphatic mention 
of the consequent and connected acts 
heightens the conception of the al- 
mighty évépyea of God (Father, Son, 
and Spirit: Pearson on Creed, Art. V. 
Vol. I. p. 302), displayed in the re- 
surrection of Christ from the dead. 
On the session of Christ at the right 
hand of God, see Knapp, Scripta Var. 
Argum. Art. 11; let these words of 
Bp. Pearson’s however never be for- " 
gotten, ‘He shall reign for ever and 
ever, not only to the modificated eter- 
nity of His mediatorship, but also to 
the complete eternity of the duration 
of His humanity, which for the future 
is coeternal to His Divinity:’ Art. v1. 
Vol. I. p. 335. dy rots 
érovpavtous] ‘in the heavenly places’ 


o + 
Likoes [in colo] Syr., Goth, 


4Eth.; see notes on ver. 3. It is 
scarcely possible to doubt that these 
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words have here a local reference. 
The distinctly local expressions, éxd- 
Goer, dy dSef:g,—the Scripture doc- 
trine of Christ's literal and local as- 
cent (Mark xvi. 19, al.),—His regal 
session in heaven in His glorified and 
resplendent Body (Acts vii. 56, éorara 
éx detlwy’ al., see Phil. iii. 30),— His 
future literal and local judiciary de- 
scent (Acts i. 11, 3» rpdmrov éfed- 
cacbe abrdév mopevouevov),—all tend to 
invalidate the vague and idealistic 
‘status celestis’ urged by Harless in 
loc. The choice of the more general 
expression, éy rots émoup., ‘in the 
heavenly regions’ (comp. ch. iv. 10), 
rather than the more specific éy rois 
otpavots was perhaps suggested by the 
nature of the details in ver. 21. 

The reading ovpavots (Lachm. with B; 
al.; Victorin., Hil.) has weak ex- 
ternal support, and seems an almost 
self-evident gloss. 

21, Vmepdve] ‘over above,’ ‘supra,’ 
Vulg., Clarom., ‘ufaro,’ Goth.; not 
‘longe supra,’ Beza, and so Auth., 
Alf., al.: specification of the nature 
and extent of the exaltation. The 
intensive force which Chrys. and 
Theophyl. find in this word, wa 7d 
axpéraroy vos SyAdoy, and which has 
recently been adopted by Stier and 
Eadie, is very doubtful; as is also the 
assertion (Eadie) that this prevails ‘in 
the majority of passages’ in the LXX: 
see Ezek. i. 26 (Alex.), vili. 2, x. 19, 
xi. 22, xliii. 15, and even Deut. xxvi. 
19, xxviii. 1. Such distinct instances 
as Ezek. xliii. 15, and in the N.T., 
Heb. ix. 5, the similarly unemphatic 
use of the antitheton Uroxdrw in John 
i. 51, Luke viii. 16, and the tenden- 
cies of Alexandrian and later Greek 
to form duplicated compounds (see 
Peyron, ad Pap. Taurin. Vol. t. p.89), 
make it highly probable that irepdvw, 


both here and ch. iv. 10, implies little 
more than simple local elevation. So 
too Syr. and appy. all the ancient Vv. 
waons dpxis «.7.A.] ‘all (every) rule 
and authority and power and lord- 
ship:’ no parenthesis, but a fuller ex- 
planation of éy rots éxovpavlos; see 
Winer, Gr. § 64. 1. 2, p. 614 (ed. 5). 
The context and the illustrations af- 
forded by ch. iii. 10, Col. i. 16, and 
1 Pet. iii. 22, seem to preclude any 
mere generic reference to all forms of 
power and dominion (Olsh.), or any 
specific reference to the orders of the 
Jewish hierarchy (Schoettg.), or the 
grades of authority among men (see 
ap. Pol. Syn). The abstract words 
(Suvduewy rwwv dvduara juty donua’ 
Chrys.) seem to be designations of the 
orders of heavenly Intelligences, and 
are used by St Paul in preference to 
any concrete terms (4yyéAuwy, dpxay- 
yé\wv x.7.d.) to express with the 
greatest amplitude and comprehen- 
siveness the sovereign power and 
majesty of Christ; ef re dorly dy 
T~ ovpayy, xdvruw daywrepos yéyove’ 
Chrys., see Calv. in loc. As this 
verse relates to Christ’s exaltation in 
heaven rather than His victory over 
the powers of hell (1 Cor. xv. 24, 
comp. Rom. viii. 38), reference is pro- 
bably made exclusively to good Angels 
and Intelligences, 1 Tim. v. 21. Any 
attempt to define more closely (see 
authors cited in Hagenbach, Hist. of 
Doctr, § 131, Petavius, de Angelts, 11. 
I, Vol. 111, p. 101 sq.) is alike pre- 
sumptuous and precarious: see the 
excellent remarks of Bp. Hall, Jnvi- 
sible World, Book 1. § 7. On the 


‘ nature of Angels, consult the able 


treatise by Twesten, Dogmatik, Vol. 
Ir. esp. § 1. 4, the essay by Stuart, 
Bibliotheca Sacra for 1843, pp. 86— 
154, Ebrard, Dogmatik, § 228 sq. 


I, 22. 
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Vol. 1. p. 276, and the remarks of 
Lange, Leb. Jes. Part 11. p. 41 sq. 

Kal wavrds dvéuaros}] ‘and, tn a 
word, every name named ;’ concluding 
and comprehensive designation; «kal 
having here that species of adjunctive 
force according to which a general 
term is appended to foregoing details: 
see Winer, Gr. § 53. 3, p. 388, notes 
on Phil. iv. 12, Fritz. Matth. p. 786. 
Ila@y bvoua is not ‘every title of 
honour’ (Grinf. Scholl, Hell.), a par- 
ticular explanation to which dvouct. 
(which has always its simple meaning 
in the N.T., even in Rom. xv. 20, 
see Fritz.) is distinctly opposed,—nor 
is it used in reference to Heavenly 
Powers which are dkarovéuacrot 
(Theophyl.),—nor even as a generic 
representation of the foregoing ab- 
stract nouns (Wahl, Harless),—but 
simply with reference to everything in 
existence (‘quicquid existit,’ Beza), 
personal or impersonal, ‘ everything 
bearing a name and admitting desig- 
nation ;’ comp. Col.i. 16, where a simi- 
lar latitude is implied by the four 
times repeated efre, and see notes in 
loc. od pévov x.1.A.] clause ap- 
pended not to éxdficev (Beza, Koppe), 
but to wavrds dvdu. dvouat., to which 
it gives a still further expansion, 
both in respect of time and locality, 
t.e. everything named whether now or 
hereafter, in the present state of things 
or the world to come; wayrds pyrod 
kat dvouacrod, ov pdévov rot e&vraiéa 
évouafoudvov, dAAd xal rod éxeidey 
Suvaudvou pnOjwac cal dvopacbjvac 
cum. te alave rotre] ‘this 
world,’ scil. ‘this present state of 
things,’ ‘systema rerum,’ Beng. With 
regard to the meaning of ala it may 
be observed that in all passages where 
it occurs a temporal notion is more 


or less apparent. To this, in the 
majority, an ethical idea is united, so 
that 6 aldy od ros, as Olsh. has observed, 
is ‘the temporary and terrestrial order 
of things in which sin predominates’ 
(comp. Gesen. Lez. s.v. pdiy, B), to 
which alwy péd\Awy (= Bacrrela Geod), 
the holy state of things founded by 
Christ, is the exact contrast; see his 
Comment. on Matth. xii. 31, 32, and 
Neander, Planting, Vol. 1. p. 500, 501 
(Bohn). In a few passages like the 
present a semi-local meaning seems 
also superadded, causing ala» to ap- 
proach in meaning to xécyos, though 
it still may be always distinguished 
from it by the temporal and (com- 
monly) ethical notions which ever 
form its background; see notes, ch. 
ii, 2. 

22, Kal wdvra varérafe «.7.A.] 
‘and put all things under His feet ;’ 
further specification of the majesty 
of Christ,—not only the highest con- 
ceivable exaltation (ver. 21), but the 
most unbounded sovereignty. The 
strong similarity of the language 
scarcely leaves a doubt that here and 
Heb. ii. 8, there is a distinct alluston 
to Psalm viii. 7, rwdvra Urératas vro- 
xdrw Tav woday avrov’ comp. Gen. i, 
28. Nor is this due to any ‘rabbinisch- 
typischer Interpretationsweise’ (Mey.) 
on the part of St Paul, but to a direct 
reference under the guidance of the 
Spirit to a passage in the O. T. which 
in its primary application to man in- 
volves a secondary and more profound 
application to Christ. In the grant of 
terrestrial sovereignty the Psalmist 
saw and felt the antitypical mystery of 
man’s future exaltation in Christ, even 
more fully than Tholuck and even 
Hengstenberg in loc. appear to admit. 
The reference thus seems less to the 
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subjugation of foes, as in 1 Cor. xv. 27 
(Hamm, Stier), than to the limitless 
nature of Christ’s sovereignty, which 
the words id rods x.7.r. () éoxdrn 
brorayy, Chrys.) still more heighten 
and enhance. On this and the 
next verse see a sound sermon by 
Beveridge, in which the three points, 
Christ’s headship over all things, His 
headship to the Church, and His rela- 
tion to it as His body, are well dis- 
cussed ; Serm. XXXII. Vol. II. p. 124 8q. 
(A.-C. Libr.) Woxev is not 
synonymous with {3}, e@nxev, Eorn- 
og (Wolf, Holzh., and even Harl.), 
either here or ch. iv. 11, but (as the 
dat. éxxAnoig and the emphatic posi- 
tion of av’rdy seem to suggest) retains 
its primary and proper sense. The 
meaning then seems to be, ‘ Though 
He was so exalted and so glorified, 
yet even Him did God, out of his 
boundless mercy and beneficence, give 
to the Church to be its head.’ 

Kehadiy trip mdvra] ‘head over all 
things.’ The exact construction and 
immediate reference of these words 
is not perfectly clear. ‘Twép mwdvra 
evidently qualifies xe¢., not however 
as an immediate and adjectival epi- 
thet (‘summum caput,’ Beza, Conyb.), 
but as an accessory and quasi-parti- 
cipial definition, t.¢e. drepéxoucay wdy- 
twy, wdyvra being used in exactly the 
same general sense as before, without 
any limiting reference to rq éxxX. 
(Harl.), or any implied contrast to 
other subordinate heads, Apostles, Pro- 
phets, é&c. (Olsh.). The accus. keg. 


may be regarded either as (a) a sim- - 


ple appositional accus. to the pre- 
ceding atréy, a second xed. being 
supplied (per brachylogiam) before 
77 éxxX.,—*‘ He gave Him, Head 
ever all, (a3 Head) to his Church;’ 


vz 


comp. Jelf. Gr. § 893. c.; or (6) as 
an accus. of further predication, serv- 
ing to complete the notion of the verb, 
and forming a species of tertiary pre- 
dicate (Donalds. Gr. § 489); ‘He gave 
Him as Head over all,’ z.¢e. ‘in the 
capacity of head over all:’ comp. 
Madvig, Synt. § 24. a, and see the 
various exx. in Donalds. Gr. § 490. 
Of these (a) was adopted in ed. 1 (s0 
also Stier, Mey.), and it coincides in 
meaning with the ungrammatical order - 
(25wxev avroy [8vra] brép wdvra Keo. 
TH éxxd.) of Syr., Asth.-Platt, Chrys., 
al., but is, grammatically considered, 
less simple than (6), and, considered 
exegetically, but little different in 
meaning: if God gives Christ to 
the Church, and Christ at the same 
time is Head over all things (ter- 
tiary predication), He becomes ne- 
cessarily head to the Church. It 
seems best then, with Syr.-Phil. 
(appy.), Vulg. (‘caput supra omnem 
ecclesiz’), Clarom., Arm., to adopt 
the latter view; comp. Alf. in loc. 

23. Wrug] ‘which indeed.’ not ex- 
actly ‘ut que,’ Meyer, ‘but ‘que 
quidem,’ the force of the indef. relative 
being here rather explanatory than 
causal, and serving to elucidate the 
use and meaning of xedady by the in- 
troduction of the corresponding term 
oGua. On the uses of So7ts, see notes 
on Gal. iv. 24. 7d COLA avTOU | 
‘ His body,’ not in any merely figura- 
tive sense, but really and truly; the 
Church is the veritable body of Christ 
mystical (ch. iv. 12, 16, esp. v. 30), no 
mere institution subject to Him as to a 
cepa} used in any ethical sense, but 
united to Him as to a xepadh used 
in its simple and literal sense; ta ydp 
Bh dxotcas Kepadhy dpxjv rwa xal 
éfouciay voploys, cowards pyoly 


I, 


TWA AUTO, TO TAnpwma 
- Anpoupevov. 


huay éorl kepadh CEcum. This great 
and vital truth, and the nature of 
our union with Christ which it in- 
volves and implies, is well illustrated 
in the beautiful treatise of Bp Hall, 
Christ Mystical, esp. ch. vit. 

vo wArjpopa «.7.A.] ‘the fulness, 
&c.:’ apposition to the preceding 
Td oma avrod, designed still more to 
expand the full meaning of the pre- 
ceding identification of the Church 
with the Lord’s body, the general 
truth conveyed being 7d rAhpwua Tod 
Xpiorod 4 éxxAnola’ Chrys. The spe- 
cial meaning and reference of these 
mysterious words has been greatly 
contested. ‘This however seems clear 
(esp. after the long and careful note 
of Fritz. Rom. xi. 12, Vol. 1. p. 469), 
that mAjpwua is here used pas- 
sively, and that of its two passive 
meanings, (a) id quod impletum est, 
and (b) id quo res impletur (see notes 
on Gal. iv. 4), the former, sc. 7d me- 
TAnpwrévov, though less common 
(comp. Lucian, Ver. Hist. 1. 37, dvo 
r\npwudrwy, ‘manned ships’), is here 
alone applicable. The Church then 
is TO wemAnpwuévoy, not however in 
the sense ‘plenum Christi agmen,’ 
‘hominum a Christo impletorum ca- 
terva,’ as Fritz. paraphrases; but in a 
simple and almost local sense, ‘that 
which is filled up by Christ,’ ‘the re- 
ceptacle’ (Eadie), as it were, of all the 
gifts, graces, and blessings of Christ: 
comp. Philo, de Preem. et Pen. p. 920, 
where the soul is called a rAnpwxa 
dper@y, and contrast the opposed xé- 
ywua, as used by the Gnostics to ex- 
press the void world of sense: Baur, 
(nosis, p. 157, 462 (cited by Mey.). 
Tov Ta wWavTa «T.r.] ‘of Him who 
filleth all things with all things,’ ‘qui 
rerum universitatem omnibus rebus 


23. 
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[sibi] implet,’ Fritz.; é» being here 
used in its instrumental sense (see 
notes on t Thess. iv. 18), as serving to 
specify that with which the filling 
takes place (see ch. v. 18), and raow 
being used with an equal latitude to 
Ta wdera (ver. 22) as implying not 
only ‘all blessings’ (Eadie), but ‘all 
things’ unrestrictelly; for by Christ 
was the whole Universe made, and all 
things therein: see Col. i. 16, and 
comp. in ref. generally to the terms 
of the expression, Philo, Sacrif. Cain, 
§ 18, Vol. 1. p. 175 (ed. Mang.), 
werdnpwxws mdvra dd wdvrww. It 
has been doubted whether rAnpode dae 
is (a) passive, as Vulg., Clarom., 
Chrys., al.; or (6) middle, as Syr., 
Copt., Goth., Arm., whether in a 
purely active sense (Xen. Hell. vi. 2. 
14, 35, see exx. in Rost u. Palm, 
Lex. s.v. Vol. 11. p. 956), or perhaps, 
as this unique use of the middle in 
the N.T. suggests, in a specially re- 
ciprocal sense ‘sibi implere.’ Of these 
the latter alone seems admissible, as 
the idea of Christ receiving completion 
in His members (Est., comp. Harl.) 
implies restrictions little accordant 
with the inclusive ra wdvyra. The 
meaning then of the whole would 
seem to be, that the Church is the 
veritable mystical Body of Christ, yea 
the recipient of the plenitudes of Him 
who filleth all things, whether in hea- 
ven or in earth, with all the things, 
elements, and entities, of which they are 
composed, And this, as both the paral- 
lelism of rd cGua adrod and 7d wAnp. 
x.7.A. and the absence of any hint of 
a change of person seem distinctly to 
suggest, must be referred, not to God 
(Theod., Alf.), but to Christ; see esp. 
ch, iv. Io. On the doctrine of 
the omnipresence of Christ, an eternal 
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You too who were 
dead in sin He hath 


uickened, raised, and even enthroned with and in Christ, to show all ages 
the riches of His grace and love. Your salvation is by grace not wor. 


truth of vital importance (Bull, Def. 
Fid. Nic. § 4. 3. 1 8q., Waterland, 
Sermon, ViI. 3, Vol. 11. p. 164), to 
which this verse seems to allude, see 
notes on ch. iv. 10, Jackson, Creed, 
Book XI. 3. 10 8q., and the calm and 
conciliatory observations of Marten- 
sen, Dogmatik, § 177.8q. Well and 
clearly has it been said by Andrewes, 
‘ Christ is both in Heaven and earth: 
as He is called the Head of His Church, 
He is in Heaven, but in respect 
of His body which is called Christ 
He is on earth,’ Serm. xu. Vol. v. 
Pp. 407- The omission of ra 
(Rec.) is opposed to all the MSS. 
and to the majority of mss., and 
adopted by none of the best recent 
editors. 


Cuapren IT. 1, Kal spas] ‘And 
you also,’ ‘you too,’ special address 
and application of the foregoing to the 
case of the readers; xal neither (a) 
simply connecting the verze with what 
precedes, sc. xal brérater, xal Ewer, 
cal wpas x.7.r. (Lachm.), as -ver. 23 
is plainly a conclusion of the foregoing 
clause; nor (5) serving to introduce a 
special exemplification of the general 
act of grace in ver. 23 (Peile), as the 
force of the correlation between ve- 
xpovs and cuvefwor. is thus seriously 
impaired ; but rather (c) applying what 
has been said to the studs, to which 
word it gives emphasis and promi- 
nence. The Ephesians are reminded 
how they also had experienced in their 
moral death the energy of the same 
quickening power which raised Christ 
from physical death (ch. i. 20), the 
ascensive force of xal being just percep- 
tible in the implied parallelism between 
the véxpwors Wuxixh in the case of 
the Ephesians (see next note), and 


the véxpwots cwyarixh on the part 
of Christ; comp. Klotz, Devar. Vol. 
It. p. 636. The connexion 
has also its difficulties, According to 
the most simple view, ver. 1, after 
having its structure interrupted by the 
two relatival sentences, ver. 2, 3, is 
renewed in ver. 4 (not ver. 5, Schott.) 
by means of 5¢ resumptive (Herm. 
Viger, No. 544), and there further 
elucidated by the interpolated nomi- 
native Oeds, expanded in application 
by the more comprehensive juds, and 
concluded in ver. §; see Theoph. tn 
loc. Svras vexpovs] ‘being 
dead,’ sc. spiritually; véxpwots ovx 
) ownarh ) éx rod ’Addp dpta- 
bévn, GNA 4 Yuxich h EF tyyuay 
ouncranévy*® Theophyl.; compare 
Bramhall, Castig. 111. 2, Vol. 1v. 233 
(A.-C. Lib.). The proleptic refer- 
ence to physical death scil. ‘certo 
morituri’ (Mey.), seems irreconcile- 
able with the context. The rAovdctos 
dy é é&ée, which seems to specify 
God’s mercy in extending the exercise 
of His resurrectionary power, would 
thus lose much of its appropriateness, 
and the particle xal (ver. 5) its proper 
ascensive force. On this and the 
two following verses, see a good prac- 
tical sermon by Usher, Serm. tv. Vol. 
XIII. p. 45 (ed. Elringt.). 

Tots waparrépacw KeTA.] ‘dy the 
trespasses and sins which ye had com- 
mitted,’ ‘ delictis et peccatris vestris,’ 
Vulg., Goth.; not ‘in delictis,’ £c. 
Arm. ; the dat. being appy. that of the 
causa instrumentalis: see Hartung, 
Casus, p.79, Winer, Gr. § 31.7, p. 194. 
In the closely parallel passage Col. ii. 
13, vexpovs Ovras év roils wapawrdéma- 
ow, the same general sentiment is ex- 
pressed under slightly different rela- 
tions: here sin is conceived as that 
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1, tudv] This word was omitted in ed. 1 with Rec. and Tisch. (ed. 2) on the 
authority of KL; great majority of mss.; Chrys., Dam., al.: but in spite of 
the variation of A (éavrév), is now i1estored on the greatly preponderating 


authority of BDEFGN; 15 mss,; nearly all Vv.; Theod., al. 


and Tisch. (ed. 1, and 7). 


which kills (Olsh.), there it is described 
as the element or state in which the véx- 
pwots shows and reveals itself ; comp. 
notes in loc. It is doubtful whe- 
ther the distinction drawn by Tittmann 
(Synon. p. 45) between mapamr., sins 
rashly (‘a nolente facere injuriam ’), 
and dpuapria, sins designedly com- 
mitted, can be fully substantiated ; 
both equally referring to ‘ peccata 
actualia,’ whetLer in thought, word, 
or deed, and differing more in the 
images (‘missing,’ ‘stumbling ’) under 
which they are presented to our con- 
ceptions, than in the degree of inten- 
tion ascribed to the perpetrator; see 
Fritz, Rom. v. 15, Vol. 1. p. 324, 
comp. Miiller, Doctr. of Sin, 1. 1. 2, 
Vol. I. p. 92 (Clark). Perhaps we 
may say generally, that waparrwyara, 
as its derivation suggests, is the more 
limited term, viz. particular, special 
acts of sin; duaprias [& puépos, pelpw, 
Buttm. Lexil. No, 1§, note] the more 
inclusive and abstract, embracing all 
forms, phases, and movements of sin, 
whether entertained in thought or con- 
summated in act; see Trench, Synon. 
Part 11. § 16, and comp. notes on Col. 
ii, 13. 

a. alg] ‘in which;’ not so much 
with ref. to the prevailing direction 
(De Wette), as the sphere in which 
they habitually moved. It does not 
however seem necessary to press the 
meaning of wepirareiy (‘sphere in 
which they ¢rod,’ Eadie), this being 
one of those words in the N.T. which 


So Lachm., 


are used with so strong a Hebraistic 
colouring (see the list, Winer, Gr. § 3, 
p. 31), that in several passages it 
denotes little more than ‘vivere:’ see 
Fritz. Rom, xiii. 12, Vol. III. p. 141, 
Suicer, Thesaur. s.v. Vol. 11. p. 679. 

Kata Tov aldva, «.t.A.] ‘according 
to the course of this world,’ Auth., 
Lion Teak» olasta\s [mun- 
danitatem mundi hujus] Syr. ; the ethi- 
cal meaning of alwy here appy. pre- 
dominating ; see on ch. i. 21. In such 
cases as the present the meaning seems 
to approach that of ‘tendency, spirit, 
of the age’ (Olsh.), yet still not without 
distinct trace of the regular temporal 
notion, which, even in those passages 
where aldy seems to imply little more 
than our ‘world’ (comp. 2 Tim. iv. 10), 
may still be felt in the idea of the (evil) 
course, development, and progress (‘ubi 
setas mala malam excipit’), that is ta- 
citly associated with the term; see 
Beng. in loc., and comp. Reuss, Théol. 
Chrét. Iv. 20, Vol. 11. p. 228. Any 
Gnostic reference (Baur, Paulus, p. 
433), a8 St Paul's frequent use of the 
word satisfactorily proves, is completely 
out of the question. kara Toy 
dpxovra «.7.A.] ‘according to the 
prince of the power or empire of the 
air, soil, the devil; climax to the 
foregoing member, the contrast being 
xara Oedy, ch. iv. 24. Without en- 
tering into the various interpretations 
these ditficult words have received, we 
will here only notice briefly, (1) the 
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simple meaning of the words; (2) their 
grammatical connexion; (3) their pro- 
bable explanation. ’ (1) The two 
cardinal words are éfovola and dip. 
The furmer, like many words in -la 
(Bernhardy, Synt. 1. 2, p. 47), seems 
to be used, not exactly for étovela:, 
scil. as an abstract implying the con- 
crete possessors of the éfovola (comp. 
Dionys. Hal. vi. 44), but as a collec- 
twe designation of their empire and 
sovereignty; see esp. Lobeck, Phryn. 
p. 469. "Arp is used thrice by St 
Paul besides this place, thrice in the 
rest of the N.T.; (a) ‘the air’ simply 
and generally, Acts xxii. 23, 1 Cor. ix. 
26, xiv. 9, and appy. Rev. ix. 2; (8) 
as ‘the air,’ probably with strict phy- 
sical reference, Rev. xvi. 17; (y) as 
‘the air or sky,’ appy. tacitly corre- 
lative to 7 (the seat of the wepide- 
wépuevor), 1 Thess. iv. 17. We seem 
then bound to reject all partial inter- 
pretations, ¢.g. oxé7os (Heinsius, Kiittn. 
ap. Peile), xvetua (Hofm. Schriftb. 
Vol. I. p. 403), and to leave the con- 
text to define the specific meaning and 
application of the word. (2) The 
gen. dépos is not a gen. olyecti, ‘cui 
potestas est aeris,’ Beza; nor quali- 
tatis, scil. dépcos, dowuaros (so Chrys. 
appy., bug not the Gk. Fathers gene- 
rally), but a gen. of place, denoting 
their évadpiov dcarpiByv (CEcum.), the 
seat of their spiritual empire; ovx ws 
Tov dépos Seomdbfovra, aAN ws airy 
éudtdoxwpotvra’ Theoph.: compare 
Bernhardy, Synt. 111. 33. a, p. 137. 

(3) The explanation really turns on the 
latitude of meaning assigned to dip. 
Without venturing to deny that the 
word may mysteriously intimate a near 
propinquity of the spirits of evil, it 
may still be said that the limitation 
to the physical atmosphere (Mey.) is 
as precarious in doctrine, as the refer- 


ence to some ideal ‘atmosphere belting 
a death-world’ (Eadie), or to ‘the com- 
mon parlance of mankind’ (Alf.), is 
too vague and undefined. The natural 
explanation seems to be this; that as 
ovpayds is used in a limited and par- 
tial (Matth. vi. 26), as well as an un- 
circumscribed meaning, so conversely 
d&#p, which is commonly confined to 
the region of the air or atmosphere, 
may be extended to all that supra- 
terrestrial’ but sub-celestial region (6 
vroupdmos Téros, Chrys.) which seems 
to be, if not the abode, yet the haunt 
of evil spirits ; see esp. Job i. 7 LXX, 
éurepirarhoas Thy vm’ ovlpaydy: comp. 
Olsh. in loc., and Stuart, Bibl. Sacra 
for 1843, p. 139; see also Hagenbach, 
Stud.u. Krit. Vol. 1. p. 479. Quotations 
out of Rabbinical writings and Greek 
philosophers will Le found in Wetst. 
and Harl. in loc., but that St Paul 
drew his conceptions from the former 
(Mey.) or the latter (Wetst.) we are 
slow indeed to believe: see the re- 
marks on Gal. iv. 24. TOU 
arvevparos] ‘the spirit,’ scil. the evil 
principle of action, more specially de- 
fined by the succeeding words. The 
explanation of this gen. is not easy, 
as exegesis appears to suggest one 
construction, grammar another. The 
most convenient assumption, an ano- 
maly of case (gen. for accus. in appo- 
sition to roy Apy. x.7.d., Heinichen, 
Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 20, Vol. 11. p. 
99), is so doubtful, that it seems best 
with Winer (Gr. $67. 3, p. 558) to re- 
gard the gen. as dependent on rdv 
dpxovra, and in apposition with é£ov- 
alas: mvetua not referring like éfoucla 
to the aggregate of individual rvevpara 
(rdvros évaeplov avevuaros, Theoph. ; 
comp. Eadie, Alf.), a very doubtful 
meaning, owing to the difference of 
termination, but to the evil principle 
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which animated the empire, and ema- 
nated from Satan the ruler of it. 
There is confessedly an exegetical 
difficulty in the expression rdv dpy. 
Tov wvedu.: this however may be re- 
moved, either by supplying a similar 
but more appropriate substantive out 
of rd» dpx., or (what is in effect the 
same) by observing that rod rveduaros 
has a species of objective meaning 
reflected on it from the words with 
which it is in apposition. There is 
probably, as Harless and Meyer sug- 
gest, a tacit antithesis in rod wy. to 
the IIveiua rd éx rod Geod: comp. 1 
Cor. ii. 12. viv is commonly re- 
ferred to the period since the redemp- 
tion, the time of increased Satanic 
energy and of hottest strife (De W.); 
comp. Rev. xii. 12, This however 
is more than the words seem intended 
to convey. As moré, ver. 2, is again 
repeated in ver. 3, we find the natu- 
ral antithesis viv...roré: the Apostle 
specifying the present active existence in 
one class, the children of disobedience, 
of the same spirit which formerly 
wrought not only in his readers but 
in all: sim. Hammond, and Harless 
in loc, tots vlots ris 
daraO.] ‘the sons of disobedience,’ a 
Hebraistic circumlocution nearly equi- 
valent to of é& dweelas (comp. Fritz. 
Rom. ii. 8, Vol. I. p. 105), and serving 
to mark, more vividly than the adjec- 
tival construction, the essential and 
innate disobedience of the subjects, a 
disobedience to which they belong as 
children to a parent: comp. ch. v. 6, 
Col. iii, 6, 1 Thess. v. § (notes), 2 
Theas. ii. 3; and see Winer, (rr. § 34. 
3. b, note 2, p. 213, and Gurlitt, Stud. 
u. Arit. 1829, p. 728 *Awel@ea, as 
in Col. iii, 6 (see critical note tn loc.), 
is neither ‘diffidentia’ (Vulg., Clarom., 


‘ungalaubeinais,’ Goth, ; comp. A‘th.), 
nor drdry (Chrys.), but ‘disobedience’ 


(Zorcmrafiso Y 9 [inobedien- 


tis) Sn, Avia. )y whether to the mes- 
sage of the Gospel or the mandates of 
the conscience;—sin, in fact, in its 
most enhanced form, the violation of 
the dependence of the creature on the 
Creator: see Miiller, Doctr. of Sin, 1. 
1.2, Vol. I. p. gt (Clark). 

3. & ols] ‘among whom,’ Auth., 
scil. dy kal adrol Byres, Riick.; not 
év ols sc. waparrdpacay (Syr., Jer.), 
in which case ver. 2 would illustrate 
the duapr., ver. 3 the waparr. The 
parallelism (é» als...éy ols) is a specious 
argument for such a reference (see 
Stier tn loc, p. 252); still, gramma- 
tical perspicuity, the studied change 
to dvecrpdg@nuer, and even more the 
very general nature of the distinction 
between waparrwuara and duaprlat, 
are seriously opposed to it: comp. 2 
Cor. i. 12, where dveorp. is similarly 
used with a double éy, the first here 
(semi-local) referring to the surround- 
ing objects, 1 Tim. iii. 15; the second 
(ethical) to the element in which they 
moved, 2 Pet. ii. 18. kal nel, 
aavres] ‘even we all;’ Jews and Gen- 
tiles, not Jews alone (Mey.). As duels 
(ver. 1, 2) denotes the Gentile world, 
so it might be argued quets would 
seem naturally to refer to the Jews. 
To this however the addition of rdyres 
presents an insuperable objection, as 
being almost obviously designed to 
preclude any such limitation, and to 
expand to both classes the reference 
(cvvrdrre: cat éavrdy, Theod.): we 
all, both called and reclaimed Jews 
and converted Gentiles, were once 
members of that fearful company, the 
viol rfjs dwecBelas: comp. Alf. tn loc. 
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va, CArjpara tis capKds] ‘the (rarious) 
desires of the flesh.’ The plural is not 
elsewhere found in the N.T. (Acts 
xiii. 22 is a quotation), though not 
unusual in the LXX; Psalm cxi. 2, 
2 Chron. ix. 12, Isaiah xliv. 28, lviii. 
13, al. It here probably denotes the 
various exhibitions and manifestations 
of the will, and is thus symmetrical 
with, but a fuller expansion of ém6v- 
plas. On the true meaning of cdpé, 
‘the life and movement of man in the 
things of the world of sense,’ see Miil- 
ler, Doctr. of Sin, 11. 2, Vol. I. p. 352 
gq., and esp. notes on Gal. v. 16, 

Tév Siavoiev] ‘of the thoughts,’ scil. 
‘of the evil thoughts’ (comp. drado- 
yiopol wovnpol, Matth. xv. 19); the 
ethical meaning however not being 
due to the plural (‘die schwankenden 
wechselnden Meinungen,’ Harl.), but, 
as Mey. justly observes, to the con- 
‘text; comp. 7a diavojuara, Luke xi. 
17. It is added, not to strengthen the 
meaning of odp~ (Holzh.), but to in- 
clude both sources whence our evil 
desires emanate, the worldly sensual 
tendency of our life on the one hand, 
and the spiritual sins of our thoughts 
and intentions on the other: so Theod. 
in loc., except that he too much limits 
the meaning of odpt. On the meaning 
of didvocat, as usually marking the 
motions of the thoughts and will on 
the side of their outward manifesta- 
tions, see Beck, Seelenl. 11. 19, p. 58. 

Kal Hpev] ‘and we were;’ with great 
definiteness as to the relation of time, 
the change of construction from the 
(present) part. to the oratio directa 
being intended to give emphasis to 
the weighty clause which follows (see 
notes, ch. i. 20), and also to discon- 
nect it from any possible relation to 
the present; ‘we were children of 


_wrath by nature,—it was once our 


state and condition, it is now so no 
longer.’ rixva dtoe dpyiis] 
‘children by nature—of wrath.’ This 
important clause can only be properly 
investigated by noticing separately (1) 
the simple meaning of the words; (2) 
their grammatical connexion ; (3) their 
probable dogmatical application. 

(1) We begin with (a) réxva, which is 
not simply identical with the Hebra- 
istic viol, ver. 2, but, as Bengel felt, 
is obviously more significant and sug- 
gestive; see Steiger on 1 Pet. i. 14. 
The word arouses the attention; ‘we 
were 7éxva,’—that bespeaks a near 
and close relation ;—but of what? Of 
God? No,—‘of wrath;’ ita actual 
and definite objects: see Stier in loc. 
p. 256, and comp. Hofm. Schriftb. 
Vol. I. p. 497. (6)’Opy} has its pro- 
per meaning, and denotes, not riuwpla 
or xéd\aors itself (Suicer, Thesaur. s.v. 
Vol. 11. p. 505), but the moving prin- 
ciple of it, God’s holy hatred of sin, 
which reveals itself in His punitive 
justice; comp. Rom. i. 18. (c) The 
meaning of ¢vae has been much con- 
tested. The general distinction of 
Waterland (Second Defence, Qu. XxIVv. 
Vol. II. p. 723) seems perfectly satis- 
factory, that ¢@vce in Scripture relates 
to something inherent, innate, fixed, 
and implanted from the first, and is in 
opposition to something accessional, 
superinduced, and accidental; or, as 
Harl. more briefly expresses it, ‘das 
Gewordene im Gegensatz zum Ge- 
machten:’ comp. Thorndike, Covenant 
of Grace, 11. 10, Vol. 111. p. 170 (A.-C. 
Libr.). The more exact meaning must 
be determined by the context: comp. 
Gal. ii. 15, Rom. ii. 14, Gal. iv. 8, 
where gvce respectively means, (a) 
transmitted, inborn nature; (8) inhe- 
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rent nature; (7) essential nature. The 
connexion must here guide us. (2) 
Connexion. vce is tv be joined with 
réxva, not dpyfs (Holzh., Hofm. 
Schrift. Vol. 1. p. 497), and defines 
the aspect under which the predicate 
shows itself (see Madvig, Synt. § 40); 
the unusual order [with BKN: ADE 
FGL reverse it but appy. by way of 
emendation] appearing to have arisen 
from a limitation of a judgment which 
St Paul was about to express unlimit- 
edly: the Jews were the covenant 
people of God; Jews and Gentiles 
(jets) could not then equally and 
unrestrictedly be called réxva épyfjs: 
see Miiller, Doctr. of Sin, rv. 2, Vol. 
II. p. 306. (3) The doctrinal reference 
turns on the meaning of gvce. This 
the limiting connexion seems to show 
must imply what is innate; for if it 
implied ‘habitual or developed cha- 
racter’ (e.g. Adlian, Var. Hist. 1x. 1, 
gvce diddpyupos; see exx. in Wetst., 
and comp. Fritz. Rom. Vol. 1. p. 116), 
there would be little need of the limi- 
tation, and little meaning in the as- 
sumed contrast to ‘filii adoptione,’ 
Estius ap. Poli Syn, This is further 
confirmed by the tense (see above) and 
the argument ‘ex simili’ in ws xa? ol 
Aowrol (foav), for it must have been 
some universal state to have applied 
to all the rest of mankind. Still it 
must fairly be said that the unem- 
phatic position of guvce renders it 
doubtful whether there is any special 
contrast to xdpiri, or any direct asser- 
tion of the doctrine of Original Sin; 
but that the clause contains an in- 
direct, and therefore even more con- 
vincing assertion of that profound 
trutb, it seems impossible to deny. 
The very long but instructive note of 
Harless in loc. may be consulted with 
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profit. 

4. 6 8& Oabs] ‘but God.’ Re- 
sumption of ver. 1 after the two rela- 
tival sentences, ¢y als ver. 2, and é» 
ols ver. 3; 5¢ being correctly used 
rather than ody, as the resumption 
also involves a contrast to the pre- 
ceding verse. The declaration of the 
&\eos of God forms an assuring and 
consoling antithesis to the foregoing 
statement that by nature all were 
the subjects of His épy7. On the use 
of 5¢ after a parenthesis, see Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. 11. p. 377, Hartung, Par- 
tik. 5é, 3. 2, Vol, 1. p. 173: the use of 
‘autem’ in Latin is exactly similar, 
see esp. Hand, Tursell, 8. v. § 9, Vol. 
I. p. 569; Beza’s correction of the 
‘autem’ of the Vulg. to ‘sed’ is there- 
fore not necessary. 

Trovers dv «.t.r.] ‘being rich in 
mercy,’ scarcely ‘ut qui dives sit,’ 
Beza (comp. Madvig, Lat. Gramm. 
§ 366. 2), as the participial clause 
does not here so much assign the 
reason, as characterize (in the form of 
@ secondary predicate of time, ‘ being 
as He is;’ comp. Donalds. Gr. § 442. 
a) the general principle under which 
the divine compassion was exhibited. 
The more particular motive (De W.) 
is stated in the succeeding clause. 
The expression w\ovoros ev (odx dwhds 
é\eh}uwv, Chrys.) occurs James ii. 5, 
and points to the object or sphere in 
which the richness is apparent; comp. 
1 Cor. i. §. On the distinction be- 
tween f\eos and olxripuds, the former 
being more generic, the latter more 
specific and stronger, see Fritz. Rom. 
ix. 15, Vol. 0. p. 318. dv 
fydanoey pds] ‘wherewith He loved 
us;’ cognate accus., serving to add 
force and emphasis to the meaning 
of the verb; see exx. in Winer, Gr. 
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§ 32.2, p. 200, and in Donalds. Gr. 
§ 466. The pronoun judas obviously 
includes both Jewish and Gentile 
Christians, and is co-extensive with 
huets wdvres, ver. 3. 

5. wal Svras tipas vexp.] ‘even while 
we were dead,’ xai not being otiose 
(comp. Syr., Awth.), nor the simple 
copula (Mey.), nor a mere repetition of 
kal from ver. 1, but qualifying dvras 
(Syr.-Phil.), and suggesting more for- 
cibly than in ver. t (where it quali- 
fies Judas) the might of the quickening 
power of God which extended even to 
a state of moral death. Kal vexpovs 
k.7.X. would certainly seem a more 
natural order (Fritz. Conject. in N. T.., 
p- 45; comp. Chrys. rovs vexpovds... 
rovrous éfwor.), but as St Paul seems 
to wish to make their state of death, 
its permanence and its endurance, 


more felt than the mere fact of it, the’ 


ascensive particle is joined with the 
participle rather than with the pre- 
dicate; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. 
p. 638. ocvvelLworro(noev 
+® Xp.] ‘He together quickened with 
Christ,’ not ‘in Christ,’ Copt., Arm., 
Vulg., perhaps following the reading 
ouves. év, B; 17, al.; but ‘with Christ,’ 


Lone So SQN Syr., ali; éfwo- 


rolnoe kdxelvoy ‘eel nas’ Chrys, The 
previous statement of the spiritual 
nature of their death, and the similar 
(but, owing to the mention of baptism, 
not wholly parallel) passage, Col. ii.13, 
seem to show that cuvet. has reference 
to spiritual life, the life of grace. It 
is thus not necessary to consider the 
realization as future (Theod.), nor 
even with Theoph. (juds duvduec viv, 
per’ ddlyov Sé Kat évepyelg) to limit 
the present degree of it: the aorist 
has its proper and characteristic force ; 


what God wrought in Christ He 
wrought ‘ipso facto’ in all who are 
united with Him. Meyer aptly cites 
Fritz. Rom. Vol. 11. p. 206, ‘ ponitur 
aoristus de re, que quamvis futura sit, 
tamen pro peractaé recte censeatur 
. . - cum ali& re jam facta continea- 
tur.” It is then just possible that 
cuvef, may include also a future and 
physical reference (Rom. viii. 10, 11, 
see notes ver. 6), but that its primary 
reference is to an actually existent 
and spiritual state, it seems very diffi- 
cult to deny. Xdperl 
tore wermopévor] ‘by grace ye have 
been (and are) saved,’ see notes on 
ver. 8. This emphatic mention of 
grace (grace, not works) is to make 
the readers feel what their own hearts 
might otherwise have caused them to 
doubt,—the real and vital truth, that 
they have present and actual fellow- 
ship with Christ in the quickening, 
yea and even in the resurrectionary 
and glorifying power of God; see esp. 
Origen (Cram. Caten.), and comp. 
Bp. Hall, Christ Mystical, ch. v. 1, 
ad init. 

6. ovyiyepey . . . cvvecddicev] 
‘He raised us with (Him), He en- 
throned us with (Him).’ The simple 
meaning of these verbs, and esp. of 
the latter, seems to confine the refer- 
ence to what is future and objective. 
Still, as cuvefworolncev, though pri- 
marily spiritual and present, may have 
a physical and future reference,—so 
here conversely, a present spiritual 
resurrection and enthronement may 
also be alluded to: as Andrewes truly 
says, ‘even now we sit there in Him, 
and shall sit with Him in the end;’ 
Serm. vu. Vol. 1. p. 115 (A.-C. Libr.). 
This may be referred (a) to the close 
nature of our union with Christ, so 
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that His resurrection and exaltation 
may be said to be actually ours in 
Him (xegarh yap judy 6 cuvedpedwr, 
arapx? nudy 6 cupBactredwv* Theod.) ; 
or more simply, (6) to that divine 
efficacy of the quickening power of 
God which extends itself to issues 
spiritually indeed present (Phil. iii. 
20, Rev. i. 6), but strictly speaking 
future and contingent: compare esp. 
Rom. viii. 30, where the aorists are 
used with equal significance and ef- 
fect. dv rots érovpavlois] 
‘in the heavenly places; see notes on 
ch. i. 3, 20. Bengel has noticed how 
appropriately St Paul omits the spe- 
cific éy dete of ch. i. 20; ‘non dicit 
in deatrd; Christo sua manet excel- 
lentia:’ comp. Est. in loc. 
év Xp. *"Incod must not be connected 
simply with év rots éwoup. (Peile, 
Eadie), but with cumyepey and ouve- 
xdOicev év rots éwroup.: comp. ch. i. 3. 
At first sight the clause might seem 
superfluous, but, when more attentively 
considered, it will be found to define 
the deep mystical nature of the union: 
God iyepev, éxdOicer, yuds, not only 
ov Xp., but & Xp.: not only with 
Christ by virtue of our fellowship, but 
in Christ by virtue of our mystical, 
central, and organic union with Him. 
On the nature of this union, see 
Hooker, Serm, 111. Vol. 111. p. 762 (ed. 
Keble), Ebrard, Dogmatik, $445, Vol.11. 
p.323, Martensen, Dogmatik, $176. obs. 
7. va dvdelEnrar] ‘tn order that 
He might show forth ;’ divine purpose 
of the gracious acta specified in ver. 
s, 6 The middle voice évieltacbac 
is not used (either here or Rom. ii. 
18, ix. 17, 22, 2 Cor. viii. 24) with 
any reference to ‘a sample or spe- 
cimen of what belonged to Him’ 
(Riick., Eadie), but either simply 


implies ‘for Himself, t.¢. for His 
glory’ (comp. Jelf, Gr. § 363. 1), ‘let 
be seen’ (Peile); or, still more pro- 
bably, is used with only that general 
subjective reference, ‘show forth his, 
&c.’ (the ‘dynamic’ middle of Kriiger, 
Sprachl. § 52. 8 §; see Kuster de 
Verb. Med. § 58, and exx. in Rost u. 
Palm, Lex. s.v.), which, owing to the 
following adrod, can hardly be re- 
tained in translation. The word oc- 
curs eleven times in the N.T. (only 
in St Paul's Epp. and Heb.), always 
in the middle voice. In fact, as 
deixvune is but rarely used in the 
middle voice, though in a few formulz 
(see Ast, Lex. Plat. s.v.) it involves a 
middle sense; so évdelxvunat, which is 
not common in the act. except in 
legal forms, may in the middle in- 
volve little more than an active mean- 
ing; comp. Donalds. Gr. § 434, p. 
447- év rots alec tots 
dwepy.] ‘in the ages which are coming.’ 
These words have been unduly limited. 
Any special references to the then 
present and immediately coming age 
(‘per omne vestrum tempus,’ Mor.), 
or to the still future kingdom of 
Christ, the alwy 6 péAdXwy, ch. i. 21 
(Harl., Olsh.), seem precluded respec- 
tively by the use of the plural and 
the appended pres. part. éwepxou.. The 
most simple meaning appears to be 
‘the successively arriving ages and 
generations from that time to the 
second coming of Christ,’ ‘tempora 
inde ab apvstolicis illis ad finem 
mundi secutura:’ Wolf. Such expres- 
sions as the present deserve especial 
notice, as they incidentally prove how 
very ill-founded is the popular opinion 
adopted by Meyer and others, that 
St Paul believed the Advent of the 
Lord to be close at hand; see ont 
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8. da wlarews] So Lachm. with BD'FGN; 4 mss.; Chrys., al. In ed. 1, 2, 
the reading adopted was 8:4 rfjs xlorews with AD®EKL: nearly all mss. ; 
Theod., Dam., al. (Tisch.); now however the addition of N seems in the pre- 
sent case sufficient just to turn the critica] balance. 


Thess. iv. 15. vd twepBaddov 
mAovTos] ‘the exceeding riches;’ an 
especially and studiedly strong ex- 
pression designed to mark the ‘ satis 
superque’ of God’s grace in our re- 
demption by Christ; comp. ch. iii. 
20, 1 Tim. i. 14, and see Andrewes, 
Serm. 1. Vol. 11. p. 197 (A.-C. Libr.). 
The neuter wdovros is adopted with 
ABD'FGRN? (8! omits the verse); 17 
67** ; Orig. (1), and by Lachm., Tisch., 
and most recent editors. 
év xpynoréryre éf aypas év Xp. Ino.) 
‘in goodness towards us in Christ Je- 
sus,’ @ single compound modal clause 
appended to évdelé.: év xp. ég’ Hu. being 
closely connected (comp. Luke vi. 35 ; 
the art. is not necessary, see notes on 
ch. i. 16), and defining accurately the 
manner in which God displays ‘the 
riches of His grace,’ while év X. ’T. 
(‘in,’ not ‘through Christ Jesus,’ 
Auth.; see Winer, Gr. § 48. a, p. 347, 
note 3) specifies, as it were, the ever- 
blessed sphere to which its manifes- 
tations are confined, and in which 
alone its operations are felt. Well do 
Calvin and Stier call attention to this 
'*notanda repetitio nominis Christi’ 
(contrast the melancholy want of ap- 
preciation of this in De W.), and the 
reiteration of that eternal truth which 
pervades this divine epistle,—‘ nur 
in Christo Jesu das alles, und anders 
nicht,’ Stier, p. 273; see notes on 
ch. i. 3. On the meaning of 
xenorérys see notes on Gal. v. 22. 
8. Ty yap xdpere] ‘ For by grace ;’ 
confirmatory explanation of the truth 
justice of the expression rd brepf. 


x.7.d. by a recurrence to the statement 
made parenthetically in ver. §. The 
article is thus not added merely be- 
cause xdpts ‘expresses an idea which 
is familiar, distinctive, and monadic 
in its nature’ (Eadie), but because 
there is a retrospective reference to 
xdpere in ver. 5, where the noun, being 
used adverbially, is properly anar- 
throus: see Middleton, Greek Art. Vv. 
2, p. 96 (ed. Rose). It may be ob- 
served that the emphasis rests on rq 
xdpirt, the further member da -zi- 
orews being added to define the weighty 
éore cecwopdvo. xdpis is the objec- 
tive, operating, and instrumental cause 
of salvation; iors the subjective 
medium by which it is received, the 
causa apprehendens, or to use the Jan- 
guage of Hooker, ‘the hand which 
putteth on Christ to justification,’ Serm. 
II. 31; comp. Waterland, Justif. Vol. 
VI. p. 22, and a good sermon by Sher- 
lock, Vol. 1. p. 323 sq. (ed. Oxf.). 

tore cerwopévor] ‘ye have been (and 
are) saved.’ It is highly improper to 
attempt to dilute either the normal 
meaning of the verb (‘salvum facio,’ 
‘ad eternam vitam perduco,’ see 
Suicer, Thesaur. s.v.) or the proper 
force of the tense. The perfect indi- 
cates ‘actionem plane preteritam, 
que aut nunc ipsum seu modo finita 
est, aut per effectus suos durat’ (Poppo, 
Progr. de emend. Matth. Gramm. p. 
6); and in short serves to connect 
the past and the present, while the 
aorist leaves such a connexion wholly 
unnoticed ; see esp. Schmalfeld, Syné. 
§ 56, and comp. Scheuerl. Syné. § 32. 


II. 8, 9, 10. 4] 
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&, p. 342. Thus then édsré cecwon. 
denotes a present state as well as a 
terminated action; for, as Eadie 
justly observes, ‘Salvation is a pre- 
sent blessing, though it may not be 
fully realized.’ On the other hand, 
éowOnuev (Rom. viii. 24) is not éy rots 
cwhopévas éouév (Peile), but simply 
“we were saved,’ the context édrld 
supplying the necessary explanation. 

Sta awlorens] ‘through faith; sub- 
jective medium and condition; see 
above, and comp. Hammond, Pract. 
Catech. p. 42 (A.-C. Libr.). It is not 
necessary to adopt here the modifica. 
tion suggested by Bull: ‘ per fidem hic 
intelligit obedientiam evangelio pre- 
stitam, cujus fides specialiter sic dicta 
non tantum initium est sed et radix 
et fundamentum,’ farm, Apost. I. 12, 
8. The contrast with ¢ fsywy, and 
connexion with xdpirt, seem to show 
that wloris is ‘reliance on the divine 
grace’ (Waterland, Justif, Vol. vi. 
p. 37), ‘the living capacity,’ as it is 
termed by Olsh., ‘for receiving the 
powers of a higher world ;’ xdpis being 
thus identical with imparting, wloris 
with recetving love; see Olshaus. on 
Rom, iii. 21, and comp. Usteri, Lehrb. 
Il. I, 1, p. 151. 

Kal rovro] ‘and this,’ so. 7d cerwop. 
elvac (Theoph. 2), not ‘nempe hvo 
quod credidistis,’ Bull, loc. cit., with 
Chrys., Theod., Theoph. 1, al., see 
Suicer, Zhesaur. Vol. 1. p. 728. 
Grammatically considered, xa’ roiro 
(=xat rabra, Rost u. Palm, Lex. s. v. 
ovros, Vol. II. p. 599) might be referred 
to a verbal notion (7rd wicrevew) de- 
rived from wloris, but the logical diffi- 
culty of such a connexion with é 
toyw» (parallel and explanatory to 
€& tudv) seems insuperable. Still it 
may be said that the clause xa roiro 


k.7.\. was suggested by the mention 
of the subjective medium -alovis, 
which might be thought to imply some 
independent action on the part of the 
subject (comp. Theod.): to prevent 
even this supposition, the Apostle has 
recourse to language still more rigor- 
ously exclusive. Gcod Tro 
Sapov] ‘of God te the gift,’ scil, Oeod 
Sadpov 7d SPpow éorl: the gen. Geod, 
emphatic on account of the antitbesis 
to vudy, being thus the predicate ; 7d 
ddpov (‘the peculiar gift in question, * 
Td ceawou. elvar a Ths wlor.) the 
subject of the clause: see Riickert in 
loc. Harl., Lachm., and De W. in- 
close these words in a parenthesis, but 
certainly without reason: the slight 
want of connexion seems designed to 
add force and emphasis. 

g- ovx & tpywv) ‘not of works; 
more exact explanation of the pre- 
ceding ovx é¢ tudy, and thus standing 
more naturally in connexion with xal 
totro than with 7d dapov [éo7l] (Mey.). 
The sense however in either case is 
the same. The grammatical meaning 
of é& yoy is investigated in notes on 
Gal. ii. 16; its doctrinal applications 
are noticed by Neander, Planting, 
Vol. 1. p. 419 (Bohn). Wva pr Tus 
Kavx.] ‘that no man should boast ;’ 
purpose of God, involved in and in- 
cluded in the ‘lex suprema’ alluded 
to in the foregoing ovx é& &pywr, 
comp. Ron. iii. 27. The repression 
of boasting was not the primary and 
special object of God’s appointment of 
salvation by grace through faith (comp. 
Mackn.), still less was it merely the 
result (Peile), but was a purpose (Wa 
evyvdpovas wept thy xdpw moon, 
Chrys.) that was necessarily insepa- 
rable from His gracious plan of man's 
salvation. On the force and use of 
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wa, see notes on ch. i. 17. 

Io, avrov ydp x«.7.X.] ‘for we are 
His handiwork,’ ‘ipsius enim sumus 
factura,’ Vulg.; proof of the fore- 
going sentences xal rofro...8épov and 
ovx € Epywv; the emphatic avrod 
pointing to the positive statement that 
the gift of salvation comes from God, 
and the assertion of our being His 
(spiritual) wolnua to the negative 
statement that salvation is not é 
vjuav, or as further explained, ov« é¢ 
Epywv. If we are God's wrolnua, our 
salvation, our all, must be due to Him 
(comp. Brawhall, Castig. Vol. rv. 232, 
A.-C, Libr.): if we are a spiritual 
wolnpa (riv dvayaynow évraida al- 
virrerat, Chrys.), spiritually formed 
and designed for good works, our sal- 
vation can never be é& &pywy (whether 
of the natural, moral, or ritual law) 
which preceded that dvdxriats: see 
Neander, Planting, Vol. 1. p. 476 
note (ed. Bohn). xrioGdyres 
dy Xp. "Ino.] ‘created in Christ Jesus , 
defining clause, explaining the true 
application and meaning of the pre- 
ceding wolyua: compare ver. 15, and 
the expression xawh xrlows, 2 Cor. v. 
17, Gal. vi.15, with notes tn loc. That 
the reference of wolyua is not to the 
physical, and that of xrio8. to the 
spiritual creation (‘quantum ad sub- 
stantiam fecit, quantum ad gratiam 
condidit,’ Tertull. Marc. v.17), bnt 
that both refer to the spiritual 
dydxriots, not only appears from the 
context, but is asserted by the best 
ancient (ob xara rhv mpdrnvy dAéye 
Snuoupylavy, dd\dr\d Kara thy Sevrépay, 
Theod., comp. CEcum.), and accepted 
by the best modern commentators; 
atill it does not seem improbable that 
the more general and inclusive word 
wolnua was designed to suggest the 


analogy (Harl.) between the physical 
creation and the spiritual re-creation 
of man. For a sound sermon on this 
text see Beveridge, Serm. Iv. Vol. W. 
p. 417 sq. (A.-C. Libr.). 

éwl Ipyous dya@ots] ‘for good works,” 
i.e. ‘to do good works;’ él denoting 
the object or purpose for which they 
were created: see Winer, Gr. § 48. c, 
p- 351, notes on Gal. v. 13, 1 Thess. 
iv. 7, and exx. in Raphel, Annot. Vol. 
Ir, p. 546. On the doctrinal and 
practical aspects of the clause, see 
Beveridge, Serm. Iv. Vol. 11. p. 418. 
olg mponrol(pacey] ‘which God afore 


prepared, 2) Sasro Lo? 
[ab initio paravit] Syr., ‘prius paravit,’ 
Copt., Aith., ‘preparavit,’ Vulg., Cla- 
rom. The construction, meaning, and 
doctrinal significance of these words, 
have been much discussed. We may 
remark briefly, (1) that owing to the 
absence of the usual accus. after 
mwponrolu. (Isaiah xxviii. 24, Wisdom 
ix. 8, Rom. ix. 23), ols cannot be ‘ the 
dative of the object,’ ‘for which God 
hath from the first provided,’ Peile, 
but is simply (by the usual attraction) 
for ad: see Winer, Gr. § 24. I, p. 147, 
and § 22. 4. obs. p. 135. So Vulg., 
Syr., Copt., al., and the majority of 
commentators. (2) Iponrolp. 
is not neuter (Beng., Stier): the simple 
verb is so used, Luke ix. 52, 2 Chron. 
i. 4 (1), but there is no evidence of a 
similar use of the compound. Nor is 
it equivalent (in regard to things) with 
wpoopl{w (in regard to persons), Harl., 
a paraphrastic translation rightly con- 
demned by Fritz. Rom. ix. 23, Vol. 
II. p. 339, ‘aliud est enim parare érot- 
pdtew [to make éromua, éra, see Rost 
u. Palm, Zex. s.v. €romos], aliud de- 
Jinire dplvew.” Lastly, neither here 
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nor Rom. /.c. must the force.of spd be 
neglected: compare Philo, de Opif. 
§ 25, Vol. 1. p. 18 (ed. Mang.), ws 
olkevordrw ... Saw 7d év xbopy mdvra 
rpontomdoaro, rightly translated by 
Fritz., ‘ante paravit quam conde- 
ret.’ (3) Thus then we adhere to 
the simplest meaning of the words, 
using the latter part of the clause to 
explain any ambiguity of expression 
in the former: ‘God, before we were 
created in Christ, made ready for us, 
pre-arranged, prepared, a sphere of 
moral action, or (to use the simile of 
Chrys.) a@ road, with the intent that 
we should walk in it, and not leave it; 
this sphere, this road, was Epya dyad: 
comp. Beveridge, Serm. /.c. p.428. On 
the important doctrinal statement 
fairly deducible from this text, —‘bona 
opera sequuntur hominem justifica- 
tum non prescedunt in homine justifi- 
cando,’ see Jackson, Creed, x1. 30. 6. 
rt, Avd] ‘ Wherefore,’ since God 
has vouchsafed such blessings to you 
and to all of us; not in exclusive re- 
ference to ver. 10, 8re éxricOnuev éx’ 
Epyots dyadots, Chrys., nor alone to 
ver. 4—10 (Mey.), but, as the use of 
vmets (comp. ver. 1) suggests, to the 
whole, or rather to the declaratory 
portion of the foregoing paragraph, 
ver. I—7; ver. 8—10 being an argu- 
mentative and explanatory addition. 
On St Paul's use of 5:6, comp. notes 
on Cal, iv. 31. The construction, 
which is not perfectly clear, is com- 
monly explained by the introduction 
of byres before 7a &Ovn (Fuld.), or re 
before (Syr.) or after (Goth.) é capxi. 
This is not necessary: the position of 
wore (as rightly maintained by 
Lachm., Tisch., with ABD'EN!; Cla- 
rom., Sangerm., Aug., Vulg., al.) 


seems to suggest that rd &Ovn x.7.X. 
is simply in apposition to duets. “Ore 
and zroré are then respectively resumed 
by Src and rq@ xatpg éxelyw in ver. 12; 
see Meyer in loc. Ta UOvy dv 
cwapx(] ‘ Gentiles in the flesh.’ On the 
correct insertion of the article before 
&0vn (to denote class, category), see 
Middl Gr. Art. 111. 2. 2, p. 40 (Rose) ; 
and on its equally correct omission 
before év (ra &6v. é&v o. forming only 
one idea), see Winer, Gr. § 20. 2. p. 
123, notes ch. i. 15, and Fritz. Rom. 
iii, 25, Vol. 1. p. 198. ‘Ev capxt is 
not in reference ‘to their natural 
descent’ (Hamm.), nor to their cor- 
rupted state (ov« év rveduart, Theoph., 
‘ unregenerate Gentiles,’ Peile; comp. 
Syr.), but, as the use of the word below 
distinctly suggests, to the corporeal 
mark; ‘preputium profani hominis 
indicium erat;:’ Calv. They bore the 
proof of their Gentilism in their flesh 
and on their bodies. ot Acydpevon 
dxpoBvorla «.1r.A.] ‘who are called 
contemptuously the Uncircumcision 
by the so-called Circumcision.’ Both 
dxpoB. and wept7. are used as the dis- 
tinctive names or titles of the two 
classes, Gentiles and Jews. On the 
omission of the art. before dxpoBver. 
(a verb ‘ vocandi’ having preceded), 
see Middl. Gr. Art. III. 3. 2, p. 43 
(Rose); and on the derivation of the 
word (an Alexandrian corruption of 
dxporocOla), Fritz. Rom. ii. 26, Vol. 1. 
p. 136. dv cwapkl xeipo- 
mowjrou] ‘wrought by hand tn the 
flesh,’ ‘et est opus manuum in carne,’ 
Syr.; a tertiary predication (see 
Donalds. Gr. § 489 8q., and observe 
the idiomatically exact transl. of Syr.), 
added by the Apostle reflectively 
rather than descriptively: ‘the cir- 
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cumcision,—yes, hand-wrought in the 
flesh ; only a visible manual operation 
on the flesh, when it ought to be a 
secret spiritual process in the heart; 
only xararou}, not wepcropy}:’? comp. 
Rom. ii. 28, 29, Phil. iii. 3, Col. ii. 
1s. Thus then, as Calvin rightly 
felt, the Apostle expresses no con- 
tempt for the outward rite, which he 
himself calls a odpayida ris dixaco- 
oivyns, Rom. iv. 11, but only (as the 
present words suggest) at the assump- 
tion of such a title (observe 77s Aeyou., 
not ray Aeyou.) by a people who had 
no conception of its true and deep 
significance. The Gentiles were call- 
ed, and really were the dxpoSvoria: 
the Jews were called the reptrouy, 
but were not truly so. 

12. Srv dre] ‘that ye were,’ re- 
sumption of the 67: in ver. 11, and 
continuation of the suspended sen- 
tence; see notes on ver. IJ. Tt) 
Katpe@ dxeltve] ‘at that time; ‘in your 
heathen state.’ The prep. & (here 
rightly omitted by Lachm., Tisch., with 
ABD!FGN; mss:; Clarom., Sang., 
Aug., al.; Chrys.), though occasionally 
omitted (2 Cor. vi. 2 quotation, Gal. 
vi. 9), is more commonly, and indeed 
more correctly, inserted in this and 
similar forms: comp. Rom. iii. 26, 
xi. 5, 2 Cor. viii. 13, 2 Thess. ii. 6; 
and see Wannowski, Constr. Abs. r11. 
I, p. 88, Madvig, Synt. § 39, and 
comp. ib. Lat. Gr. § 276. re 
..-Xopls Xprorot] ‘ ye were...without 
Christ ;’ xwpis Xp. forming a predi- 
cate (Syr.; ‘et nesciebatis Christum,’ 
/#th.), not a limiting clause to re 
...danddorp. (De W., Eadie), which 
would be a singularly harsh construc- 
tion. The Ephesians, whom St Paul 
here views as the representatives of 
Gentilism (Olsh.), were, in their hea- 
then ante-Christian state, truly xwpls 


Xp., without the Messiah, without 
the promised Seed (contrast Rom. 
ix. 4 8q.); now however ‘eum possi- 
detis non minus quam ii quibus pro- 
missus fuerat:’ Grot. inloc. The two 
following clauses, each of two parts, 
more exactly elucidate the signifi- 
cance of the expression. On 
the distinction between dev (‘ abeence 
of object from subject’) and xwpils 
(‘separation of subject from object’), 
see Tittmann, Synon. p. 94. This 
distinction however does not appear 
to be perfectly certain (comp. Phil. ii. 
14, with 1 Pet. iv. 9), and must at all 
events be applied with caution, when 
it is remembered that ywpls is used 40 
times in the N.T,, and dev only 3 
times, viz. Matth. x. 29, 1 Pet. iii. 1, 
iv. 9. Where, in any given writer or 
writers, there is such a marked pre- 
ference for one rather than another 
of two perfectly simple words, it is 
well not to be hypercritical. 
dmndAorprmpévor «.7.A,] ‘being aliens, 
or in a state of alienation, from the 
commonwealth of Israel ;’ in opp. to 
ocupmronira: Tov dylwy, ver. 19. There 
is a slight difficulty in the exact 
meaning and application of the words. 
Reversing the order, for the sake of 
making the simpler word define the 
more doubtful, we may observe that 
*IcparjA is clearly the theocratic name 
of the Jewish people, the title which 
marks their religious and spiritual, 
rather than their national or political 
distinctions; see Rom. ix. 6, 1 Cor. 
x. 18, Gal. vi. 16. From this it 
would seem to follow that mroAurela,— 
which may be either (a) ‘ reipublice 
forma, status,’ rdv thy wbdw olxotyrww 
rdéts res, Aristot. Pol. 111, 1. 1 (comp. 
vouluous wodtrelas opp. to wapayduous 
€Otopnots, 2 Macc, iv. 11, mxpoyouxh 
wodksrela, viii. 17); or (6) ‘jus civi- 
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tatis,’ comp. Acts xxii. 28, 3 Macc. 
iii, a1; or (c) ‘vivendi ratio,’ comp. 
‘oonversatione,’ Vulg., Clarom., see 
Theoph. on ver. 13, and Suicer, T'he- 
saur. s.v. Vol. I. p. 795,—is here 
used only in the first sense, and with 
a distinctly spiritual application; so 
Eth.-Platt, Arm., and most modern 
commentators. The gen. is thus, not 
that of the ‘identical notion,’ e.g. 
doru 'AOnvav (Harl.), but a simple 
possessive gen.,—the ‘reipublice sta- 
tus’ which belonged to Israel. 

damAAorpropévor is a noticeable and 
emphatic word (ov« elwe xexwptopévor 
...WOAAH TOv pnudruw } Eupaccs wordy 
Secxvioa rov xwpiopdy, Chrys.), which 
seems to hint at a state of former 
unity and fellowship, and a lapse or 
separation (dd) from it; see ch. iv. 
18, Col. i, 21, Ecclus. xi. 34, 3 Macc. 
i. 3, and comp. Joseph. Antig. XI. 5. 
4, exx, in Kypke, Obs. Vol. it. p. 295, 
and in Schweigh. Polyb. Lex. 8. v. 
This union, though not historically 
demonstrable, is no less spiritually 
true. Jew and Gentile were once 
under one spiritual wodcrela, of which 
the Jewish was a subsequent visible 
manifestation. The Gentile lapsed 
from it, the Jew made it invalid 
(Matth. xv. 6, comp. Chrys.); and 
they parted, only to unite again (v7 
kat Naot "Iopanyd, Acts iv. 27) in 
one act of uttermost rebellion, and 
yet, through the mystery of redeem- 
ing Love, to remain thereby (ver. 15, 
16) united in Christ for ever. 

$évor trav Siabyxdy] ‘strangers from 
the covenants ;’ second and more spe- 
cializing part of the first explanatory 
clause. The gen. after tévos is not 
due to any quasi-participial power 
(Eadie), but belongs to the category 
of the (inverted) possessive gen. (Bern- 


hardy, Synt. IIT. 49, p. 171), or per- 
haps rather to the gen. of ‘the point 
of view’ (‘extraneos quod ad pac- 
torum promissiones attinet,’ Beza); 
see Scheuerl. Synt. § 18. 3. a, p. 135. 
The use of the plural d:a6fxac must 
not be limited, either here or Rom. 
ix. 4, to the two tables of the law 
(Elsn., Wolf), nor again unnecessarily 
extended to God’s various covenant- 
promises to David and the people 
(comp. De W.), but appears simply to 
refer to the several renewals of the 
covenant with the patriarchs: see 
esp. Wisd. xviii, 22, Sxpous rardpwy 
kal diaOjnas: 2 Macc. viii. 15, rds 
wpos rods warépas avrév diabhxas: 
comp. Rom. xv. 8. The great Mes- 
sianic promise (Gen. xiii. 15, xv. 18, 
xvii. 8; Chrys., Theoph.) was the 
subject and substratum of all. 

AnlSa py tovres] ‘not having hope,’ 
Auth., ‘spem non habentes,’ Vulg., 
Clarom., comp. Syr.; general conse- 
quence of the alienation mentioned in 
the preceding member; not however 
with any special dependence on that 
clause, scil. dore wh exew édrrlda, ‘80 
that you had no (covenanted) hope,’ 
‘spem promissioni respondentem’ 
(Beng., comp. Harl.) ;—for (a) the ab- 
sence of the article shows that éArlda 
cannot here be in any way limited, 
but is simply ‘hope’ in its most gene- 
ral meaning; and (b) uh can be no 
further pressed than as simply refer- 
ring to the thought and feeling of the 
subject introduced by p»nuovevere, 
ver, 11, ‘having (as you must have 
felt) no hope;’ comp. Winer, Gr. § 
55. 5 p. 428, Herm. Viger, No. 267, 
and the good collection of exx. in 
Gayler, Partic. Neg. ch. IX. p. 275 8q. 
On the general use in the N. T. of uy 
with participles, see notes on 1 Thess, 
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ta, see notes on ch. i. 17. 

10. atrov ydp «.7.A.] ‘for we are 
His handiwork,’ ‘ipsius enim sumus 
factura,’ Vulg.; proof of the fore- 
going sentences xal rofro...8@pov and 
otk €& Epywv; the emphatic av’roi 
pointing to the positive statement that 
the gift of salvation comes from God, 
and the assertion of our being His 
(spiritual) wolnua to the negative 
statement that salvation is not é 
vuay, or as further explained, ovdx é¢ 
Epywv. If we are God’s rolnua, our 
salvation, our all, must be due to Him 
(comp. Bramhall, Castig. Vol. rv. 232, 
A.-C. Libr.): if we are a spiritual 
wolnua (riv dvaya&rnow évraida al- 
virrerat, Chrys.), spiritually formed 
and designed for good works, our sal- 
vation can never be é oywv (whether 
of the natural, moral, or ritual law) 
which preceded that dvdxriots: see 
Neander, Planting, Vol. 1. p. 476 
note (ed. Bohn). xrioOéyres 
dv Xp. "Ino.] ‘created in Christ Jesus ,’ 
defining clause, explaining the true 
application and meaning of the pre- 
ceding wolnua: compare ver. 15, and 
the expression kaw? xrlots, 2 Cor. v. 
17, Gal. vi.15, with notes tn loc. That 
the reference of rolnua is not to the 
physical, and that of xrio@. to the 
spiritual creation (‘quantum ad sub- 
stantiam fecit, quantum ad gratiam 
condidit,’ Tertull. Marc. v.17), bnt 
that both refer to the spiritual 
dydxriows, not only appears from the 
context, but is asserted by the best 
ancient (ob xara rhvy wpdrnv déyet 
Snucoupylay, d\Ad Kara rhv Sevrépay, 
Theod., comp. Cicum.), and accepted 
by the best modern commentators; 
still it does not seem improbable that 
the more general and inclusive word 
wolnua, was designed to suggest the 


analogy (Harl.) between the physical 
creation and the spiritual re-creation 
of man. For a sound sermon on this 
text see Beveridge, Serm. rv. Vol. 1. 
p- 417 sq. (A.-C. Libr.). 

éwl Upyous dyaGots] ‘for good works,” 
t.¢, ‘to do good works;’ éwl denoting 
the object or purpose for which they 
were created: see Winer, (Gr. § 48. c, 
p- 351, notes on Gal. v. 13, 1 Thess. 
iv. 7, and exx. in Raphel, Annot. Vol. 
Ir, p. 546. On the doctrinal and 
practical aspects of the clause, see 
Beveridge, Serm. Iv. Vol. 11. p. 418. 
olg rponrol(hacey] ‘which God afore 


prepared, 2a Sas 0? 
[ab initio paravit] Syr., ‘prius paravit,’ 

Copt., Aith., ‘preparavit,’ Vulg., Cla- 
rom. The construction, meaning, and 
doctrinal significance of these words, 
have been much discussed. We may 
remark briefly, (1) that owing to the 
absence of the usual accus. after 
mwponrolu. (Isaiah xxviii. 24, Wisdom 
ix. 8, Rom. ix. 23), ols cannot be ‘ the 
dative of the object,’ ‘for which God 
hath from the first provided,’ Peile, 
but is simply (by the usual attraction) 
for ad: see Winer, Gr. § 24. I, p. 147, 
and § 22. 4. obs. p. 135. So Vulg., 
Syr., Copt., al., and the majority of 
commentators. (2) Iponroly. 
is not neuter (Beng., Stier): the simple 
verb is so used, Luke ix. 52, 2 Chron. 
i. 4 (?), but there is no evidence of a 
similar use of the compound. Nor is 
it equivalent (in regard to things) with 
mpoopl{w (in regard to persons), Harl., 
a paraphrastic translation rightly con- 
demned by Fritz. Rom. ix. 23, Vol. 
II. p. 339, ‘aliud est enim parare éra- 
pdgew [to make éroua, éra, see Rost 
u. Palm, Lex. s.v. érowuos], aliud de- 
Jinire dplgeyv.’ Lastly, neither here 


TI. 11, 12. 


Remember that ye 
were once aliens, 
but have now been 
brought nigh. 
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nor Rom. l/.c, must the force.of wpd be 
neglected: compare Philo, de Opif. 
§ 25, Vol. I. p. 18 (ed. Mang.), ws 
olkecordrw ... féw Ta év kbopy mdvra 
TponToudearo, rightly translated by 
Fritz., ‘ante paravit quam conde- 
ret.’ (3) Thus then we adhere to 
the simplest meaning of the words, 
using the latter part of the clause to 
explain any ambiguity of expression 
in the former: ‘God, before we were 
created in Christ, made ready for us, 
pre-arranged, prepared, a sphere of 
moral action, or (to use the simile of 
Chrys.) a road, with the intent that 
we should walk in it, and not leave it; 
this sphere, this road, was Epya dyad: 
comp. Beveridge, Serm. l.c. p.428. On 
the important doctrinal statement 
fairly deducible from this text,—‘ bona 
opera sequuntur hominem justifica- 
tum non precedunt in homine justifi- 
cando,’ see Jackson, Creed, xt. 30. 6. 
ri, Ard] ‘ Wherefore,’ since God 
has vouchsafed such blessings to you 
and to all of us; not in exclusive re- 
ference to ver. 10, S7e éxricOnuev éx’ 
Epyors dyadots, Chrys., nor alone to 
ver. 4—10 (Mey.), but, as the use of 
Umeis (comp. ver. 1) suggests, to the 
whole, or rather to the declaratory 
portion of the foregoing paragraph, 
ver. I—7; ver. 8—10 being an argu- 
mentative and explanatory addition. 
On St Paul's use of 5:6, comp. notes 
on (ral, iv. 31. The construction, 
which is not perfectly clear, is com- 
monly explained by the introduction 
of bvres before ra &6vn (Fuld.), or Fre 
before (Syr.) or after (Goth.) & capxtl. 
This is not necessary: the position of 
wore (as rightly maintained by 
Lachm., Tisch., with ABD'EN'; Cla- 
rom., Sangerm., Aug., Vulg., al.) 


seems to suggest that rd &Ovy x.7.X. 
is simply in apposition to duels. “Ore 
and zoré are then respectively resumed 
by Src and rq@ xarp@ éexelvy in ver. 12; 
see Meyer in loc. 7 tO iv 
oapkl] ‘ Gentiles in the flesh.’ On the 
correct insertion of the article before 
&0vn (to denote class, category), see 
Middl. Gr. Art. 111. 2. 2, p. 40 (Rose) ; 
and on its equally correct omission 
before év (rd &6v. & o. forming only 
one idea), see Winer, Gr. § 20. 2. p. 
123, notes ch. i. 15, and Fritz. Rom. 
iii, 25, Vol. 1. p. 195. ‘Ev capri is 
not in reference ‘to their natural 
descent’ (Hamm.), nor to their cor- 
rupted state (ovx évy rvetuarc, Theoph., 
‘unregenerate Gentiles,’ Peile; comp. 
Syr.), but, as the use of the word below 
distinctly suggests, to the corporeal 
mark; ‘preputium profani hominis 
indicium erat:’ Calv. They bore the 
proof of their Gentilism in their flesh 
and on their bodies. of Acydpevorn 
dxpoBvorla «.7.A.] ‘who are called 
contemptuously the Uncircumcision 
by the so-called Circumcision.’ Both 
dxpo8. and mepir. are used as the dis- 
tinctive names or titles of the two 
classes, Gentiles and Jews. On the 
omission of the art. before dxpoBvar. 
(a verb ‘vocandi’ having preceded), 
see Middl. Gr. Art. Ill. 3. 3, p. 43 
(Rose); and on the derivation of the 
word (an Alexandrian corruption of 
dxporocOla), Fritz. Rom. ii. 26, Vol. 1. 
p. 136. dv capkl xeipo- 
mowjrou] ‘wrought by hand in the 
jlesh,’ ‘et est opus manuum in carne,’ 
Syr.; a tertiary predication (see 
Donalds. Gr. § 489 8q., and observe 
the idiomatically exact transl. of Syr.), 
added by the Apostle reflectively 
rather than descriptively: ‘the cir- 
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cumcision,—yes, hand-wrought in the 
flesh ; only a visible manual operation 
on the flesh, when it ought to be a 
secret spiritual process in the heart; 
only xararouy, not meptrouy}:’ comp. 
Rom. ii. 28, 29, Phil. iii. 3, Col. ii. 
1s. Thus then, as Calvin rightly 
felt, the Apostle expresses no con- 
tempt for the outward rite, which he 
himself calls a oppayida ris dexato- 
otvns, Rom. iv. 11, but only (as the 
present words suggest) at the assump- 
tion of such a title (observe rs Neyou., 
not rdv Aeyou.) by a people who had 
no conception of its true and deep 
significance. The Gentiles were call- 
ed, and really were the dxpoBvorla: 
the Jews were called the mep:rouy, 
but were not truly so. 

12. Srv Fre] ‘that ye were, re- 
sumption of the 87e in ver. 11, and 
continuation of the suspended sen- 
tence; see notes on ver. I}. Tt) 
Katp@ dxeiv] ‘at that time,’ ‘in your 
heathen state.” The prep. & (here 
rightly omitted by Lachm., Tisch., with 
ABD'FGN; mss:; Clarom., Sang., 
Aug., al.; Chrys.), though occasionally 
omitted (2 Cor. vi. 2 quotation, Gal. 
vi. 9), is more commonly, and indeed 
more correctly, inserted in this and 
similar forms: comp. Rom. iii. 26, 
xi. §, 2 Cor. viii. 13, 2 Thess. ii. 6; 
and see Wannowski, Constr. Abs. 111. 
I, p. 88, Madvig, Synt. § 39, and 
comp. ib. Lat. Gr. § 276. ire 
..-Xapls Xprorod] ‘ ye were...without 
Christ ;’ xwpls Xp. forming a predi- 
cate (Syr.; ‘et nesciebatis Christum,’ 
/ith.), not a limiting clause to jre 
...danddoTp. (De W., Eadie), which 
would be a singularly harsh construc- 
tion. The Ephesians, whom St Paul 
here views as the representatives of 
Gentilism (Olsh.), were, in their hea- 
then ante-Christian state, truly xwpils 


Xp., without the Messiah, without 
the promised Seed (contrast Rom. 
ix. 4 8q.); now however ‘eum possi- 
detis non minus quam ii quibus pro- 
missus fuerat:’ Grot. inloc. The two 
following clauses, each of two parts, 
more exactly elucidate the signifi- 
cance of the expression. On 
the distinction between dyev (‘ absence 
of object from subject’) and xwpis 
(‘separation of subject from object’), 
see Tittmann, Synon. p. 94. This 
distinction however does not appear 
to be perfectly certain (comp. Phil. ii. 
14, with 1 Pet. iv. 9), and must at all 
events be applied with caution, when 
it is remembered that xwpls is used 40 
times in the N.T,, and dev only 3 
times, viz. Matth. x. 29, 1 Pet. iii. 1, 
iv.g. Where, in any given writer or 
writers, there is such a marked pre- 
ference for one rather than another 
of two perfectly simple words, it is 
well not to be hypercritical. 

dmmddorpuopevor «.7.A,] ‘being aliens, 
or in a state of alienation, from the 
commonwealth of Israel ;’ in opp. to 
oupmonirar Tay dylwy, ver. 19. There 
is a slight difficulty in the exact 
meaning and application of the words. 
Reversing the order, for the sake of 
making the simpler word define the 
more doubtful, we may observe that 
*"Icpara is clearly the theocratic name 
of the Jewish people, the title which 
marks their religious and spiritual, 
rather than their national or political 
distinctions; see Rom. ix. 6, 1 Cor. 
x. 18, Gal. vi. 16. From this it 
would seem to follow that woAurela,— 
which may be either (a) ‘reipublice 
forma, status,’ rév rhv wbdw olkotyrwv 
rds ves, Aristot. Pol. 111. 1. ¥ (comp. 
voulwous wrohkirelas opp. to wapavduous 
éGtopovs, 2 Macc. iv. 11, mpoyoux) 
woktrela, villi. 17); or (6) ‘jus civi- 
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tatis,’ comp. Acts xxii. 28, 3 Mace. 
iii. a1; or (c) ‘virendi ratio,’ comp. 
‘conversatione,’ Vulg., Clarom., see 
Theoph. on ver. 13, and Suicer, TZ'he- 
saur. s.v. Vol. II. p. 795,—is here 
used only in the first sense, and with 
a distinctly spiritual application; so 
fEth.-Platt, Arm., and most modern 
commentators. The gen. is thus, not 
that of the ‘identical notion,’ e.g. 
doru ’A@nvdy (Harl.), but a simple 
possessive gen.,—the ‘reipublice sta- 
tus’ which belonged to Israel. 

darm\Aorpuwpévor is a noticeable and 
emphatic word (ov« elre xexwpicudvor 
...TOAAH TOY pyudrur } Eug@acis woddy 
Secxvica tov xwpionév, Chrys.), which 
seems to hint at a state of former 
unity and fellowship, and a lapse or 
separation (dd) from it; see ch. iv. 
18, Col. i. a1, Ecclus. xi. 34, 3 Macc. 
i, 3, and comp. Joseph. Antig. XI. 5. 
4, xx, in Kypke, Obs. Vol. Ir. p. 295, 
and in Schweigh. Polyb. Lex. s.v. 
This union, though not historically 
demonstrable, is no less spiritually 
true. Jew and Gentile were once 
under one spiritual wodcrela, of which 
the Jewish was a subsequent visible 
manifestation. The Gentile lapsed 
from it, the Jew made it invalid 
(Matth. xv. 6, comp. Chrys.); and 
they parted, only to unite again (£6v7 
kat Aaol "Iopand, Acts iv. 27) in 
one act of uttermost rebellion, and 
yet, through the mystery of redeem- 
ing Love, to remain thereby (ver. 15, 
16) united in Christ for ever. 

Elvor trav Siadyxay] ‘strangers from 
the covenants ;’ second and more spe- 
cializing part of the firat explanatory 
clause. The gen. after tévos is not 
due to any quasi-participial power 
(Eadie), but belongs to the category 
of the (inverted) possessive gen. (Bern- 


hardy, Synt. III. 49, p. 171), or per- 
haps rather to the gen. of ‘the point 
of view’ (‘extraneos quod ad pac- 
torum promissiones attinet,’ Beza); 
see Scheuerl. Synt. § 18. 3. a, p. 135. 
The use of the plural d:a6Axac must 
not be limited, either here or Rom. 
ix. 4, to the two tables of the law 
(Elsn., Wolf), nor again unnecessarily 
extended to God’s various covenant- 
promises to David and the people 
(comp. De W.), but appears simply to 
refer to the several renewals of the 
covenant with the patriarchs: see 
esp. Wisd. xviii. 22, Sxpous wrardpwy 
kal diajxas: 2 Mace. viii. 15, rds 
mwpos rods warépas avrdv diabhxas: 
comp. Rom. xv. 8. The great Mes- 
sianic promise (Gen. xiii. 15, xv. 18, 
xvii. 8; Chrys., Theoph.) was the 
subject and substratum of all. 

Am(Sa pn hovres] ‘not having hope,’ 
Auth., ‘spem non habentes,’ Vulg., 
Clarom., comp. Syr.; general conse- 
quence of the alienation mentioned in 
the preceding member; not however 
with any special dependence on that 
clause, scil. dore uh exew édwlda, ‘80 
that you had no (covenanted) hope,’ 
‘spem promissioni respondentem’ 
(Beng., comp. Harl.) ;—for (a) the ab- 
sence of the article shows that éAwlda 
cannot here be in any way limited, 
but is simply ‘hope’ in its most gene- 
ral meaning; and (6) wy) can be no 
further pressed than as simply refer- 
ring to the thought and feeling of the 
subject introduced by pynuovevere, 
ver. 11, ‘having (as you must have 
felt) no hope;’ comp. Winer, Gr. § 
55. 5, p. 428, Herm. Viger, No. 267, 
and the good collection of exx. in 
Gayler, Partic. Neg. ch. 1X. p. 275 8q. 
On the general use in the N.T. of uy 
with participles, see notes on 1 Thess. 
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ii, 15. d0cor dv re 
xdop~] ‘without God in the world ;’ 
objective negation (4 being here equiv. 
to oJ with an adj., Harl.; see how- 
ever Gayler, Partic. Neg. p. 35), 
forming the climax and accumulation 
of the misery involved in xwpis 
Xptorot: they were without church 
and without promise, without hope, 
and were in the profane wicked world 
(& rp xécpy being in contrast to 7o- 
Nr. Tod "Iap., and like it ethical in its 
reference),—without God. “Adeos may 
be taken either with active, neuter, 
or passive reference, t.¢. either deny- 
ing (see exx. Suicer, Thes. 8.v.), igno- 
rant of (Gal. iv. 8; ‘nesciebatis 
Deum,’ Atth.; €onuoe ris Oeoyvwolas, 
Theod. ; comp. Clem. Alex. Protrept. 
14), or forsaken by God (Soph. Gd. 
Rex, 661, &Oeos Adidos): the last 
Meaning seems best to suit the pas- 
sive tenor of the passage, and to en- 
hance the dreariness and gloom of the 
picture. On the religious aspects of 
heathenism, see the good note of Har- 
less in loc. 

13. vuvl 84] ‘ But now,’ in anti- 
thesis to 7@ xatpp éxelvp, ver. 12. 
dy Xp. “Inoot] ‘in Christ JEsus;’ 
prominent and emphatic; standing in 
immediate connexion with vuvi (not 
éyer}Onre, Mey.), which it both qua- 
lifies and characterizes, and forming 
a contrast to xwpis Xp., ver.12. The 
addition of "Iycov, far from being an 
argument against such a contrast 
(Mey.), is in fact almost confirma- 
tory of it. Such an addition was 
necessary to make the circumstances 
of the contrast fully felt. Then they 
were xwpls Xp., separate from and 
without part in the Messiah; now 
they were not only & Xpiorg but é& 
Xpiorg 'Incob, in a personal Saviour, 


—in One who was no longer their 
future hope, but their present salva- 
tion. The personal reference is appro- 
priately continued by & 7@ alvars,— 
not merely adérod, but roi Xp.; He 
who poured out His blood, Jesus of 
Nazareth, was truly Christ. 

éyybs dyerfOnre] ‘became nigh,’ were 
brought nigh to God’s holy and spi- 
ritual zodcrela: of paxpdy Svres rH}s 
wontr. Tov 'Iop., ris xara Oedv dyyds 
éyev}Onre’ CGEcum. On the passive 
form éyevh6. see notes on ch. iii. 7, 
and on the use of the words paxpay 
and éyyvs in designating Gentiles and 
Jews (compare the term mpor#Aurot), 
see the very good illustrations of 
Schoettgen, Hor. Heb. Vol. 1. p. 761 
sy., and of Wetst. zn loc.; comp. also 
Isaiah lvii. 19, Dan. ix. 7 (Theod.), and 
Valck. on Acts ii. 39, cited by Grin- 
field, Schol. Hell. on this verse. The 
order éyev. éyyvs is adopted by Lachm, 
with ABN ; mss.; Aug., Vulg., Goth., 
al., but seems due to a mistaken cor- 
rection of the emphatic juxtaposition 
paxpay éyyus. éy Te 
atpart] ‘by the blood; é& having 
here appy. its instrumental force; see 
Winer, Gr. § 48. a, p. 346. No very 
precise distinction can be drawn be- 
tween this use and d:a rod alu. ch. 
i. 7. We may perhaps say the lat- 
ter implies mediate and more simple, 
the former, immanent instrumentality: 
comp. Jelf, Gr. § 622. 3, Winer, Z.c. 
Pp. 347 note, and notes on 1 Thess. iv. 
18. 

14. atrds ydp] ‘Fur He, and 
none other than He:’ confirmatory 
explanation of ver. 13, the emphasis 
resting, not on elpivy judy (De W.), 
but (as the prominent position of éy 
Xp. "Ino. and repetition of Xpicroi, 
ver, 13, seem decisively to show) on 


II. 13, 14, 15. 
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aurés, which is thus no mere otiose 
pronoun (comp. Thiersch, de Pentat. 
p. 98), but is used with its regular 
and classical significance; see Winer, 
(rr. § 22. 4. obs. p. 135, and comp. 
Herm. de Pronom. avrés, ch. x. 

| elptvy pov] ‘our Peace.” Though 
the context, and defining participle 
6 mowjoas, seem very distinctly to 
prove that elpjv7 is here used in some 
degree ‘per metonymiam’ (comp. 1 
Cor. i. 30, Col. i.27), and so in a sense 
but little differing from elsyvorotds 
(Usteri, Lehrbd. 11. 3, p. 253), the abs- 
tract subst. still has and admits of 
a fuller and more general application. 
Not only was Christ our ‘ Pacificator,’ 
but our ‘Pax,’ the true pidy’ wy 
(Isaiah ix. 6), the very essence as well 
as the cause of it; comp. Olsh. zn loc. 
Thus considered, elp#vn seems to have 
here its widest meaning; not only 
peace between Jew and Gentile, but 
also between both and God. In ver. 
1§ the context limits it to the former 
reference; in ver, 17 it reverts to its 
present and more inclusive reference. 
7a dpdérepa] ‘both,’ Jews and Gen- 
tiles; explained by rods v0 and rovs 
dudorépovs, ver. 15, 16. We have 
here no ellipsis of yévy, €0vn x.7.X., 
but only the abstract and generalizing 
neuter; see exx. in Winer, G%. § 27. 
§, p. 160, kal] ‘and,’ sc. 
‘namely ;’ the particle having here 
its explanatory force: see Fritz. Rom. 
ix. 23, Vol. Il. p. 339, Winer, Gr. $ 53. 
3. obs, p. 388, and notes on Phil. iv. 
If. vd perdrorxov Tov 
dpaypot] ‘the middle wall of the fence 
or partition,’ scil. between Jew and 
Gentile. The genitival relation has 
been differently explained. There is 
of course no real (Pisc.) or virtual 
(Beza) interchange of words for rd» 


gp. To0 pecor., nor does rot Ppayyob 
appear to be here either (a) a gen. 
of the characterizing quality, scil. rd 
Scagpdccov, 7d dtarecxlfov (Chrys. 1, 
Harl.; comp. Clem. Alex. Strom. vi. 
13, P- 793, Td pecdrorxoy Td diopl for), 
or (b) a gen. of identity, ‘the middle- 
wall which was or formed the ¢payyuds’ 
(Mey.); but either (c) a gen. of origin, 
To awd ppaypod (Chrys. 2), or still 
more simply (d) a common possessive 
gen., ‘the wall which pertained to, 
belonged to the fence,’—a use of the 
case which is far from uncommon in 
the N.T., and admits of some latitude 
of application; comp. Donalds. (r. 
$ 454. aa, p. 481 8q. The 
exact reference of the ¢payyds (10 
Buxtorf, Lex. s8.v. p. 1447) is also 
somewhat difficult to fix, as both 
elpjvn and &xOpa (ver. 15), and indeed 
the whole tenor of the passage, seem 
to imply something more than the 
relations of Jews and Gentiles to each 
other, and must include the relations 
of both to God; comp. Alf. in loc, 
If this be so, the dpayyuds would seem 
to mean the Law generally (Zonaras, 
Lex. p. 1822), not merely the cere- 
monial law (Neander, Planting, Vol. 
I, p. 49, ed. Bohn), nor the ‘discri- 
men preputii’ (Beng.), but the whole 
Mosaic Law, esp. in its aspects as a 
system of separation; comp. Chrys. 
tn loc., who appositely cites Isaiah v. 
2. Whether there is any direct refer- 
ence to the épxloy Spuddxrov AcOlvov 
(Joseph. Antig. XV. 11. 5) between 
the courts of the Jews and Gentiles 
(Hamm.) is perhaps doubtful; see 
Meyer. We may well admit how- 
ever, as indeed the specific and so to 
say localizing ¢payyuds seems to sug- 
gest, an allusion both to this and to 
the veil which was rent (Matth. 
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xxvii. 51) at our Lord’s crucifixion ; 
the former illustrating the separation 
between Jew and Gentile, the latter 
between both and God. As has been 
well remarked, the temple was as it 
were a material embodiment of the 
law, and in its very outward struc- 
ture was a symbol of spiritual distinc- 
tions; see Stier in loc. p. 322, 323. 

15. Thy exCpav] ‘the enmity,’ 
‘ponenda hic vroorcypy,’ Grot.; in 
apposition to, and a further explana- 
tion of 7d peo. Tot dp., to wit, the 
rout of the enmity (‘parietem, qui 
est odium,’ AXth.) between Jew and 
Gentile, and between both and God. 
The exact reference of &@pay has 
been greatly debated. That it cannot 
imply exclusively (a) ‘the enmity of 
Jews and Gentiles against God’ 
(Chrys.) seems clear from the fore- 
going context (comp. 6 mowjoas ra 
dudbrepa &, ver. 14), in which the 
enmity between Jew and Gentile is 
distinctly alluded to. That it can- 
not denote simply (b) ‘the reci- 
procal enmity of Jew and Gentile’ 
(Meyer, comp. Usteri, Lehrb. 1. 2. 1, 
p. 253) seems also clear from its 
appositional relation to pec. rod ¢p., 
from the preceding term elpjvn, and 
from the subsequent explanation 
afforded by rdv véuov Trav evr. x.7.X. 
The reference then must be to both, 
sc. to the &@pa which was the result 
and working of the law regarded as a 
system of separation,—the enmity 
due not only to Judaical limitations 
and antagonisms, but also and, as the 
widening context shows, more espe- 
cially to the alienation of both Jew 
and Gentile from God; éxarépay 
EXOpay xal éxdrepoy peadrorxov duce 
Xpiords 6 Geds yay? Phot. ap. Gicum. 
This though not distinctly put forward 
in ed. 1, and peremptorily rejected by 


De W. and Mey., seems, on reconsi- 
deration, the only explanation that 
satisfies the strong term &@pa, and 
the very inclusive context. 

év ty cwapxl abrod) ‘in His crucified 
flesh; comp. Col. i. 22, & TY cwpare 
THs oapkds atrod ba rot Oavdrov. 
These words cannot be connected with 
Thy &Opav (Arm., Chrys., Coce.), as in 
such a case the article could not be 
dispensed with even in the dialect of 
the N.T., but must be juined as a 
specification of the manner, or perhaps 
rather of the instrument,—either (a) 
with xarapyijcas, to which this clause 
is emphatically prefixed (ed. 1, De 
W., Mey.), or perhaps more naturally 
(5) with Adoas (Syr., Aith., Theod., 
Theoph., Ecum.), to which it subjoins 
an equally emphatic specification. 
Stier (comp. Chrys.) extends the ref. 
of cdpt to Christ’s incarnate state 
and the whole tenor of His earthly life 
(‘ Fleisches-lebens’); comp. Schulz, 
Abendm. p. 95 8q- This is doubtful: 
the context appears to refer alone to 
His death; comp. ver. 13, & T@ 
aluart; ver. 16, 5a rod cravpod. On 
the distinction between the odpé and 
the oGua (the capt d08eica) of Christ, 
comp. Lticke on John vi. 51, Vol. I. 
p- 149 8q. vTov vopov TeV 
évr. év Sdyp.] ‘the law of ordinances 
expressed in decrees,’ scil. ‘ the law of 
decretory ordinances ;’ comp. Col. ii. 14. 
The Greek commentators join év déyp. 
with xarapy., referring déypara (scil. 
tiv wlorw, Chrys.; Thy evayyedxhy 
dvacxaNlay, Theod.) to Christian doc- 
trines: this meaning of déyua how- 
ever is untenable in the N.T. Har- 
less (comp. Syr.) retains the same 
construction, but regards éy déyp. as 
defining the sphere in which the action 
of Christ’s death was manifested, ‘on 
the side of, in the matter of decrees.’ 
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This is plausible, and much to be pre- 
ferred to Fritzsche’s expl., ‘nova pre- 
cepta stabiliendo’ (Dissert. ad a Cor. 
p- 168); still the article (rots déyx.) 
seems indispensable, for, as Winer 
observes ((rr. p. 250. ed. 5), both the 
law and the side or aspect under which 
it is viewed are fairly definite. We 
retain therefore the ordinary expla- 
nation, according to which éy déyu. 
is c.osely united with ray évrodéy, 
and therefore correctly anarthrous ; 
see Winer, Gr. § 20.2, p. 123, and 
notes ch. i. 15. The gen. év7od. thus 
serves to express the contents (Bern- 
hardy, Synt. 111. 45, p. 163), év ddyy. 
the definite mandatory form (‘legem 
imperiosam,’ Erasm.) in which the é&- 
ro\al were expressed; see Tholuck, 
Beitrdye, p. 93 8q., and esp. Winer, (ir. 
§ 31. 10. obs. 1, p. 196, ed. 6, but more 
fully in ed. 5, p. 250. 

Yva roug Sto «t.A.] ‘that He might 
make the two in Himself into one new 
man, purpose of the abrogation ; 
peace between Jew and Gentile by 
making them (ovx elre peraBdrAyn, 
Wa del§in 70 evepyés tov ‘yevouévou, 
Chrys.) in Himself, in His person (not 
&: davrod, Chrys.), into, not merely 
one man, but one new man; va dv4- 
veyxe Oaypacréy, aurds Trolro mpwrov 
yevouevos’ Chrys. Meier’s assertion 
that xatvds has here no moral signifi- 
cance is obviously untenable: comp. 
ch. iv. 24, and notes in loc. The 
readitg is slightly doubtful. Lachm. 
adopts airg with ABFN!; 10 masz. ; 
Procop.; a more difficult reading, 
and appy. as strongly attested as 
éaurgG [DEGKLN*; bulk of mss.], but 
not improbably due to the frequent 
confusion between the oblique cases 
of adrds and those of the reflexive 
pronoun. Tovey elpyvny] 


‘so making peace,’ scil. between Jews 
and Gentiles, and between both and 
God, wpds tov Gedy, kal awpds ddA%}- 
Aous’ Chrys.; contrast rh» &xOpar, 
ver. 15. It may be observed that 
the aorist is not used (as in ver. 16), 
but the present: the ‘pacificatio’ is 
not mentioned as in modal or causal 
dependence on the ‘creatio,’ but sim- 
ply as extending over and contem- 
poraneous with the whole process of it: 
comp. Scheuerl. Synt. § 31. 2.8, p. 310. 
16. Kal dmoxarahAd£y tots dud. ] 
Sand might reconcile us both; parallel 
purpose to the foregoing, and stated 
second in order, though really from 
the nature of the case the Jirst,; the 
divine procedure being, as De W. ob- 
serves, stated regressively, tva xrloy 
se [Wa] droxar....dmoxrelvas. The 
double compound dmroxar. is used only 
here and Col. i. 20, 21. In both cases 
add does not simply strengthen (e. g. 
drodauudiw, dmrepydfouat, Meyer, 
Eadie), but hints at a restoration to a 
primal unity, ‘ reduxerit in unum gre- 
gem,’ Calv.; comp. ver. 13, and Winer, 
de Verb, Comp. Iv. p. 7, 8. Chrys. 
gives rather a different and perbaps 
doubtful turn, decxvds bre xpd rovrou 
h avOpwxlyn piors edxarddXakrTos Hy, 
oloy éxi ray dylwy Kal wpd Tod vémuou. 
The profound dogmatical considera- 
tions connected with xaradAay?) (alike 
active and objective, and passive and 
subjective, comp. 2 Cor. v. 18 with 
ib. 20) are treated perspicuously by 
Usteri, Lehrb, 11. 1.1, p. 102 8q.: see 
also Jackson, Creed, Book x. 49. 3, 
Pearson, tid. Vol. 1. p. 430 8q. (Bur- 
ton). év évl copare] 
‘in one (corporate) body,’ scil. in the 
Church. The reference to the human 
oGua trod Xp. (Chrys.) is plausible, 
but cn nearer examination not tenable. 
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Had this been intended, the order 
(comp. the position of é& rq capxi 
avrov) would surely have been differ- 
ent, if only to prevent this very con- 
nexion of rods dugor. and é évl cwu. 
which their present juxtaposition s0 
obviously suggests. Moreover, the 
query of B.-Crus. why Christ’s human 
body should be here designated & 
oGpua, has not been satisfactorily an- 
swered, even by Stier: the application 
of it to the mystical body is intelli- 
gible and appropriate, comp. ch. iv. 4. 
"Ey does not thus become equivalent 
to els, but preserves its proper mean- 
ing: they were xriadévras els Eva dvOp., 
thus xriodévras, Christ reconciles them 
both & él ow. (scil. dvras, Olsh.) to 
God: see Winer, Gr. § 50. 5, p. 370. 
dtroxtelvas] ‘having slain,’ i.e. ‘after 
He had slain;’ temporal participle, 
standing in contrast with sroimy, ver. 
15. The use of the particular word 
has evidently been suggested by da 
ToU oravpod: not Avoas, not dvedwy, 
but dmoxrelvas, ‘quia crux mortem 
adfert,’ Grot.; and thus in the words, 
though not the application of Chrys., 
wore unxére adrhy dvacrivat. The 
& Opa here specified is not merely and 
exclusively the enmity between Jew 
and Gentile (comp. ed. 1), but also, as 
in ver. 15, and here even still more dis- 
tinctly and primarily, the enmity be- 
tween both and God; padd\ov xpds 
tov Oedv, 7d yap és rolro Sydoi, 
Chrys., comp. Alf. in loc. 

év attra] ‘in it, scil. ‘upon it,’ 
Hamm., not ‘in corpore suo,’ Bengel ; 
see Col. ii. 15 and notes in loc. In 
FG; Vulg. (‘in semet ipso’), Syr.- 
Phil., and several Latin Ff., we 
find é éaurg,—a reading probably 
owing its origin and support to the 


reference of év évl cw. to Christ. 

17. Kal Adv] ‘And having come, 
&c.:’ not ‘and came’ (Auth.), as this 
obscures the commencement of the 
new sentence (see Scholef. Hints, p. 
100), nor ‘and coming’ (Eadie), as the 
action described by éA@av is not here 
contemporaneous with, but prior to 
that of edyyeAlcaro: comp. Bern- 
hardy, Synt. x. 9, p. 382. This verse 
seems clearly to refer back to ver. 14, 
atrds ydp x.r.X., there being, as B.- 
Crus. suggests, a faint apposition be- 
tween Xp. dorw % elpjvn ty., ver. 14, 
and ediyyeX. elphwny, ver. 17; still, as 
ver. 15 and 16 cannot be considered 
parenthetical, the connexion is carried 
on by «al, and the verse is linked with 
what immediately precedes. *ENOdyv 
thus following dmoxrelvas will more 
naturally refer to a spiritual advent 
(see esp. Acts xxvi. 23), or a mediate 
advent in the person of His Apostles, 
than to our Lord’s preaching when on 
earth, The participle é\@w» (no mere 
redundancy, Raphel. Annot. Vol. 11. 
Pp: 471) in fact serves to give a realistic 
touch to the whole group of clauses ; 
‘Christ is our peace; yes, and He 
came, and by His Spirit and the mouths 
of His Apostles He preached it; see 
Hofm. Schriftb. Vol. 11. 1, p. 338. 
elptjvnv] ‘peace,’ not only ri» mpds 
Tov Oedy (Chrys.), but also ryv wpds 
&\AjAous; see notes ver. 14. The 
repetition of elpjwyy is rightly main- 
tained by TZisch. with ABDEFGN; 
mss.; Vulg., Clarom., Goth., Copt., 
/mth., Arm.; and many Ff. It gives 
an emphasis and solemnity to the pas- 
sage, which is here (though denied by 
Stier, p. 370, comp. Bengel) especially 
appropriate. Meyer compares Rom. 
iii. 31, viii. 15. 


II. 17, 18, 19. 
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18. 8re 80 adrov] ‘seeing that 
throuyh Him,’ not merely explana- 
tory, ‘to wit that we have’ (B.-Crus.), 
nor yet strongly causal, ‘because we 
have’ (Beng.), but with somewhat 
more of a demonstrative or confirma- 
tory force, ‘as it is a fact that, dc. ;’ 
compare 2 Cor. i. 5, and see notes on 
2 Thess. iii. 7. The ‘probatio,’ as 
Calvin observes, is ‘ab effectu;* the 
principal moment of thought how- 
ever does not rest on €xouev, on the 
reality of the possession (Harl.), or on 
any appeal to inward experience, ‘for 
—is it not so?’ (Stier) ; but, as the order 
suggests, on 3.’ avroi, on the matter 
of fact that it was ‘through Him, 
and none but Him’ that we have this 
wpocayury}. For a sound sermon on 
this text gee Sherlock, Serm. xvi. Vol. 
I. p. 288 sq. (ed. Hughes). txopev] 
‘we are having,’ present; the action is 
still going on: contrast éox7Kxaper, 
Rom, v. 2, where the reference is to 
the period when they became Chris- 
tians, and where consequently the 
wpocaywy? is spoken of as a thing 
past. Tv Tporaywyiy | 
‘our introduction, admission,’ ‘quia 
ipse adduxit,? Aith.; not intransi- 
tively either here or Rom. v. 2, scil. 
‘access,/ Auth., ‘accessum,’ Vulg., 
‘adventum’ (dshini), Copt., ‘atgagg,’ 
Goth. ; but transitively, ‘adeundi co- 
piam,’ ‘ admissionem,’ the latter being 
the primary and proper meaning of the 
word; see Meyer on Rom. v. 2, and 
comp. (appy.) Xen. Cyrop. VI. 5. 45, 
Tovs éuovs didrous Seouévous rpocayw- 
vis’ ib. 1. 3. 8, and the various appli- 
cations of the word in Polybius, e.g. 
Hist. 1. 48. 3, tay” pnxavnudrwv «mp., 
XIV. 10.9, Tov dpydywy. Christ is thus 
our xpogaywyeds to the Father ; ovx 


elrev rpdcodov adda Tpocaywy hy, 
ov yap ad’ éaurday mpoo}\Oouev, adX’ 
br avrod mpoohyOnuev* Chrys. on 
ver. 21; see 1 Pet. iii. 18, tya tuas 
xpocaydyn TG Oey. There may pos- 
sibly be here (less probably however 
in Rom. v. 2) an allusion to the mpoga- 
yuryeds (‘admissionalis,’ Lampridius, 
Sever. 4) at Oriental courts, Tholuck, 
Rom. l.c., and Usteri, ZLehrb. 1. 1. 
I, p. tor; at any rate the supposi- 
tion docs not merit the contempt with 
which it has been treated by Riickert. 
The uses of rpocaywy? are well illus- 
trated by Wakefield, in Steph. Thes. 
s.v. Vol. 11 p. 86 (ed. Valpy), and by 
Bos, Oba, Mise. 35, p. 149 8q. 

év évt TIvevpare] ‘in one Spirit, com- 
mon to Jew and Gentile ;’ not for did 
(Chrys.; comp. (EKcum., Calv., al.), 
but as usual, ‘united in’ (Olsh.); comp. 
1 Cor. xii. 13. The Holy Spirit is, 
as it were, the vital sphere or element 
in which both parties have their com- 
mon mrpocaywy?h to the Father. The 
mention of the three Persons in the 
blessed Trinity, with the three prepp. 
did, év, mwpés, is especially noticeable 
and distinct. 

19. dpa odv] ‘Accordingly then,’ 
“so then,’ ‘rebus ita comparatis igitur :’ 
conclusion and consequence from the 
declarations of ver. 14—18, with a 
further expansion of the ideas of ver. 
13. On the use of dpa ody, see notes 
on (al. vi, 10, and comp. Rom. v. 18, 
vii. 3, 25, viii. 12, ix. 16, 18: in all 
these cases the weaker ratiocinative 
force of dpa is supported by the col- 
lective ofv. This union of the two 
particles is not found in classical 
Greek, except in the case of the inter- 
rogative form dpa: see Herm. Viger, 
No. 292. Eévou kal wdp- 
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ovkor] ‘strangers and sojourners ; ‘ pe- 
regrini atque incole#,’ Cic. Offic. I. 34. 
125. The two expressions seem to con- 
stitute a full antithesis to cuvroNirat, 
and to include all who, whetl:er by 
national and territorial demarcation, 
or by the absence of civic privileges, 
were not citizens. IIdpocxos then is 
here (comp. Acts vii. 6, 29, 1 Pet. ii. 
11) simply the same as the classical 
pérotkos (a form which does not occur 
in the N.T., and only once, Jer. xx. 
3, in the LXX), and was probably 
its Alexandrian equivalent. It, is 
used frequently in the LXX, in 11 
passages as a translation of 13, and in 
10 of IWF): ‘accolas fuisse dicit gen- 
tiles quatenus multi ex illis mora- 
bantur inter Judzos, ...non tamen 
iisdem legibus aut moribus aut reli- 
gione utentes:’ Estius. Harless (after 
Beng.) regards wdp. as in antithesis to 
olketot, Eévoe to ouvroNtrat, the former 
relating to domestic, the latter to civic 
privileges: this is plausible—see Lev. 
xxii, 10 8q., Ecclus. xxix. 26 sq.—but 
owing to the frequent use of mwdpocxos 
simply for uérotxos, not completely de- 
monstrable. An allusion to pro- 
selytes (Whitby) is certainly contrary 
to the context: see ver. II 8q. 

cuviroNtrat, though partially vindi- 
cated by Raphelius, Annot. Vol. 11. 
p. 472, belongs principally to later 
Greek, e.g. Allian, Var. Hist. 111. 
44, Joseph. Antig. XIX. 2. 2, but also 
Eur. Heracl. 826; see Lobeck, Phryn. 
p- 172. The tendency to compound 
forms without an adequate increase of 
meaning is appy. a very distinct cha- 
racteristic of ‘fatiscens Grecitas ;’ 
comp. Thiersch, de Pentat. II. 1, p. 83. 
With regard to the orthography we 
may observe that the form ovyon. is 
adopted by Tisch. (ed. 7) with AB'C 
DEFGN, and must be retained, as it 


is supported by so clear a preponder- 
ance of uncial authority; see Tisch. 
Prolegom. p. XLVII. Tov dyleyv ] 
‘the saints; not inclusively the holy 
‘of all times and lands’ (Eadie), for 
the mention of the wodc:rela tod "Iap., 
ver. 12, is distinct and specific; nor 
exclusively the Jews as a nation 
(Hamm.), or the saints of the Old 
Testament (Chrys.), for this the nature 
of the argument seems to preclude; 
but the members of that spiritual com- 
munity in which Jew and Gentile 
Christians were now united and in- 
corporated, and to which the external 
theocracy formed a typical and prepa- 
ratory institution. The expression is 
further heightened and defined by ol- 
xeiot TOU Oeod. On this use of olxetos, 
see notes on Gal. vi. 10, and fora good 
sermon on this text, Beveridge, Serm. 
XLVI. Vol. Il. p. 381 sq. 

20. romodopnPévres] ‘built up,’ 
‘superedificati,’ Vulg.; the preposition 
being not otiose, but correctly mark- 
ing the super-position, superstructure ; 
comp. I Cor. iii. 10, 12, 14, Col. ii. 7. 
The accus. is not used here (as in 
1 Cor. iii. 12) because the idea of rest 
predominates over that of motion or . 
direction. That the dat. rather than 
the gen. of rest is here used, can 
hardly be said to be ‘ purely acciden- 
tal’ (Meyer), as the former denotes 
absolute and less separable, the latter 
partial and more separable super- posi- 
tion: see esp. Donalds. Gr. § 483. a, 
Kriiger, Sprachl. 11.§68.41.1. Though 
this distinction must not be over- 
pressed in the N. T. (see Luke iv. 29), 
or even in classical writers (see exx. 
in Rost u. Palm, Lex. s.v. éri, 11. Vol. 
I, p. 1035), it still appears to have 
been correctly observed by St Paul. 
The reading él rots odpavois, ch. i, 10 
(Zachm.), which would apparently form 
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20. ‘“Inszof Xpioroi] So CDEFGKL; several Vv.; Orig. (1) and many Ff. 
(Rec., Griesb., Scholz, De W., Meyer): S®! reads simply rod Xpeorod for avr. ‘Ine. 
Xp., and Chrys. (text) omits "Ino. Tisch. inverts the order with ABN?; Vulg., 
Goth., Copt.; Orig. (2), Theophy]l.; Ambrosiast., August. (frequently), and 


many others (Rick., Lachm., Alf.). 
to preponderate. 


an exception in this very Ep., is still 
(though now supported by &!) of some- 
what doubtful authority. 

tév drogrédav Kal mpodntav)} ‘of 
the Apostles and Prophets.’ Two ques- 
tions of some interest present them- 
selves, (1) the nature of the gen., (2) 
the meaning of xpodyrdy. With re- 
gard to (1) it may be said, that though 
the gen. of apposition (Geuédcos ol 
dwior. kal ol mpog., Chrys., comp. 
Theoph., Gécum.) is perfectly tenable 
on grammatical grounds (comp. Wi- 
ner, Gr. § 59. 8, p. 470), and supported 
by the best ancient commentators, all 
exegetical considerations seem opposed 
to it. The Apostles were not the 
foundations (Rev. xxi. 14 is not, like 
the present, a dogmatical passage, see 
Harl.), but laid them; see 1 Cor. iii. 
10. The gen. will therefore more 
probably be a gen. sulyectt, not how- 
ever in a possessive sense (Calv. 2, Cocc., 
Alf.), as this seems tacitly to mix up 
the Oeuédcos and the dxpoywvr. (comp. 
Jackson, Creed, x1. §. 2), but simply 
asa gen. of the agent or originating 
cause (Scheuerl. Synt. § 17. 1, p. 125; 
see on 1 Thess. i. 6): what the Apostles 
and prophets preached formed the 
Oenédcos, comp. Rom. xv. 20, Heb. vi. 
1. Thus all seems consistent, and in 
accordance with the analogy of other 
passages: the doctrine of the Apostles, 
i.e, Christ preached, is the Oeuérdcos; 
Christ personal (avr. ’"Inoof Xp.) the 
dxpoywuatos; Christ mystical the w\7}- 
pwua: comp. ch. i. 23. (2) That 


The evidence of seven uncial MSS. seems 


the prophets of the New (Grot., al.) 
and not of the Old Testamert (Chrys., 
Theod.) are now alluded to seems here 
rendered highly probable, by the order 
of the two classes (arbitrarily inverted 
by Calv., and insufficiently accounted 
for by Theod.),—by the analogous 
passages, ch. iii. §, iv. 11,—by the 
known prophetic gifts in the early 
Church, t Cor, xii. ro, al.,—and still 
more by the apparent nature of the 
gen. subjecti; see above. No great 
stress can be laid on the absence of 
the article: this only shows that the 
Apostles and Prophets were regarded 
as one class (Winer, Gr. § 19. 4. d, p. 
116), not that they were identical 
(Harl.): Sharp’s rule cannot be regu- 
larly applied to plurals; see Middle- 
ton, Art. III. 4. 2, p. 65 (ed. Rose). 
This prominence of ‘prophets’ has 
been urged by Baur (Paulus, p. 438) 
as a proof of the later and Montaniat 
origin of this Ep.: surely devrepov mpo- 
gijras, t Cor. xii. 28, is an indisputable 
proof that such a distinct order existed 
in the time of St Paul. On the nature 
of their office, see notes on ch. iv. Ir. 
Axpoywvialov] ‘chief corner stone;’ 
dxpoywr. scil. Alfov; ‘summus angu- 
laris lapis is dicitur qui in extremo 
angulo fundamenti positus duos parie- 
tes ex diverso venientes conjungit et 
continet,’ Estius: comp. Psalm cxviii. 
22, Jer. li. (xxviii.) 26, Isaiah xxviii. 
16, Matth. xxi. 42, 1 Pet. ii. 6. In 
1 Cor. iii. rr, Christ is represented as 
the @Oeuédcos: the image is slightly 
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changed, but the idea is the same,— 
Christ is in one sense the substratum 
and in another the binding-stone of 
the building; 6 Al@os 6 dxp. Kal rovs 
tolyous auvéxes Kal rods Oenerlous, 
Chrys.; see Suicer, 7hes. s v. and 
Vol. . p. 242. On the doctrinal 
meaning and application of this attri- 
bute of Christ, see the excellent dis- 
cussion of Jackson, Creed, x1. 5, Vol: 
x. p. 88. avrov ‘Ino. Xp.] 
‘Jesus Christ Himself,’ no human 
teachers ; the pronoun being obviously 
referred not to QeyeAly (‘angulari ejus,’ 
Beng.), or to dxpoywv. (as possibly 
Vulg., ‘ipso summo angulari lapide 
Chr. Jesu’), but to Christ: so rightly 
Auth., Syr., Clarom., and appy. Goth.; 
Copt., Ath., Arm. omit. The art. 
before "Ino. Xp., the absence of which 
is pressed by Beng., may not only be 
dispensed with (see Luke xx. 42), but 
would even, as Harl. suggests, be here 
incorrect; it would strictly then be 
‘He Himself, viz. Christ’ (see Fritz. 
Matth. iii. 4, p. 117), and would imply 
@ previous mention of Christ ; whereas 
Christ is here mentioned for the first 
time in the clause, and in emphatic 
contrast with those who laid the foun- 
dations; see Stier zn loc., p. 394. 

21. év@]) ‘in whom,’ further and 
more specific explanation of the pre- 
ceding clause; the pronoun referring, 
not to dxpoywalw (Gcum.), but to 
"Ino. Xp.; 6 7d way cuvéxwv eorly 3 
Xpiords’ Chrys. Taco 


olkodSopy] ‘all the building ;’ o> 


buss (totum edificium] Syr., 


‘omne illud ed.,’ Copt., Arm. (with 
the distinctive ), Syr.-Phil. There is 
here some difficulty owing to the 
omission of the article; the strictly 
grammatical translation of raca olxod. 


(scil. ‘every building’) being wholly 
irreconcileable with the context, which 
clearly implies a reference to ore 
single building. Nor can it be readily 
explained away; for waca olk. can ‘ 
never mean ‘every part of the build- 
ing’ (Chrys.), nor can olxod. (per se) 
be regarded as implying ‘a church’ 
(Mey.). We seem therefore compelled 
either to adopt the reading of Rec., 
and insert + [with ACN?; many mas. ; 
Chrys. (text), Theoph.: but opp. 
to BDEFGKLN', majority of mss. ; 
Clem., al.], or, with more probability, 
to class olxodouy in the present case 
with those numerous nouns (see the 
list in Winer, Gr. § 9) which, from 
referring to what is well known and 
defined (¢.g. raoa yf, Thucyd. 11. 43, 
see Poppo in loc. p. 233), can, like 
proper names, dispense with the art. : 
comp. raoa émcoroAh, Ignat. Eph. § 12, 
Pearson, Vind. Ignat. Il. 10. I, and 
Winer, Gr. § 18. 4, p. ror. It must 
be admitted that there appears no 
other equally distinct instance in the 
N.T. (Matth. ii. 3, Luke iv. 13, Acta 
ii. 36, vii. 22, cited by Eadie, are not 
in point, as being either exx. of proper 
names or abstract substt.), nor appy. 
even in the Greek Pentateuch (most 
of the exx. of Thiersch, Pentaé, 111. 2, 
p-. 121, admit of other explanations) ; 
still in the present case this partial 
laxity of usage can scarcely be denied. 
The late and non-Attic form olxodopy 
(Lobeck, Phryn. p. 421, 487), used 
both for olxodéunua and olxoddunors 
(Rost u. Palm, Lex. s.v.), is here per- 
haps adopted in preference to olxos as 
less distinctly implying the notion of 
a completed building; see Harl. in loc. 
cvvapporoyouptyn] ‘ fitly framed to- 
gether, Auth., ‘ compaginata,’ Jerome 
(not Vulg.); present part. ; the process 
was still going on. The rare verb 
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cuvapporcy. (=cvvapudtew) is only 
found here and iv. 16. Wetst. cites 
Anthol, 111. 32. 4, hppor6ynoe rddov. 
avfe] ‘groweth;’ the present mark- 
ing not only the actual progress, but 
the normal, perpetual, unconditioned, 
nature of the organic increase; see 
Scheuerl. Synt. § 32. 4, p. 339, 340. 
This increase must undoubtedly be 
understood as extensive (opp. to Harl.) 
as well as intensive, and as referring 
to the enlargement and development 
of the Church, as well as to its purity 
or holiness; comp. Thiersch, A postol. 
Church, p. 52 8q. (Transl.). The 
pres, ad{w (more common in poetry) 
is only found once in the LXX (yf 
avfoucay, Isaiah Ixi. 11), and in the 
N. T. only here and Col. ii. 19. 

év Kupl@] ‘in the Lord (Jesus Christ), 
the usual meaning of Kup. in St Paul's 
Epp. ; see Winer, Gr. § 19. I, p. 113. 
It is difficult to decide how these 
words are to be connected; whether 
(a) with atte, Meyer; (b) with dy:op, 
Harl., Usteri, Zehrb. ul. 1, p. 249; 
or (c) with vadv Ayov (comp. Stier), 
to which it is to be regarded as a kind 
of tertiary predicate; comp. Donalds. 
Gr. § 489 sq. Of these, (a) seems 
tautologous ; (5) gives perhaps a greater 
prominence to the special nature of 
the holiness than the context requires ; 
(c) on the contrary, as the order shows 
(vady dy., not dy. vady; comp. Gers- 
dorf, Betirdge, V. p. 334 8q.), gives no 
special prominence tv the idea of holi- 
ness, but almost defines, as a further 
predication of manner, how the whole 
subsists and is realized ;—‘and it is a 
holy temple in the Lord, and in Him 
alone :’? comp. notes on ver. 11. On 
this account, and from the harmony 
with é» IIveduare, ver. 22, (c) is to be 
preferred. 


Dd 


KaToiknTyptov Tov Qeov ev 


a2. dv @ xal Spets] ‘in whom ye 
also;’ further specification in ref. to 
those whom the Apostle is addressing ; 
é @ not being temporal (‘dum,’ Syr., 
but not Phil.), nor referring to the 
more remote vadv x.7.A. (Eadie); but, 
as in ver. 21, to the preceding éy Ku- 
ply, kal with its ascensive and slightly 
contrasting force (comp. notes on Phil, 
iv, 12) marking the exalted nature of 
the association in which the Ephesians 
shared; they also were living stones 
of the great building: comp. Alf. in 
loc. ovvorxoSopetobe] ‘are 
builded together ;’ clearly not impera- 
tive (Calv.), as St Paul is evidently 
impressing on his readers what they 
are, the mystical body to which they 
actually belong, not what they ought 
to be. The force of od» appears simi- 
lar to that in cuvéxrAewev, Gal. iii. 22 
(see notes), and to refer to the close 
and compact union of the component 
parts of the building. Meyer aptly 
cites Philo, de Prem. § 20, Vol. 1. p. 
427 (ed. Mang.), olxlay e8 curwxodoun- 
Bony kal curnppocuérny. The comma 
after cuvotxod. (Grvesb.), which would 
refer els xarotx. to atte, does not 
seem necessary. &v IIvebpart] 
‘in the Spirit; tertiary predication 
(‘and it is in the Spirit’) exactly 
similar and parallel to év Kuply, ver. 
a1. Two other translations have been 
proposed: (a) ‘through the Spirit,’ 
Auth., Theoph., Meyer; (6) ‘in a 
spiritual manner,’ opp. to & capxl: 
t.e. the xarox. is wvevparcxdy, not 
xetporolnroy, see Acts vii. 48 (Olsh.). 
Of these (a) violates the apparent 
parallelism with év Kup., and presup- 
poses, in order to account for the posi- 
tion of év IIv., an emphasis in it which 
does not seem to exist; while again 
(5) introduces an idea not hinted at 


56 
ITT. 


~ “~ 9 ~ e A e ~ 
autos tou Xpicrod ‘Inco vrep vmwv 


Gentiles, and gave me 


Tovrov yxapw éyw Tlatdos 6 de- 


TIPOZ E®EZIOY2. 


So I pray for yon, 
believing ye know 
how God revealed 


of 
to preach it, that men and 


might learn God’s manifold wisdom. Faint not then at my troub 


in the context, and obscures the re- 
ference to the Holy Trinity, which 
here can scarcely be pronounced doubt- 
ful. It has been urged by Meyer that 
in the interpretation here adopted 
the ‘continens’ and ‘contentum’ are 
confounded together; hut see Rom. 
viii. 9, and observe that the second éy 
refers rather to the act of xarolkyats 
involved in the verbal subst. ; ‘ we are 
built in Christ, form a habitation of 
God, and are so inhabited in and by 
the influence of the Spirit;’ see Alf. 
in loc., and comp. Hofm. Schriftb. 
Vol. 11. 2, p. 105 8q. Lastly, no ar- 
gument in favour of (b) can be founded 
on the absence of the article, as IIvedua 
is used with the same latitude as 
proper names: see notes on Gal, v. 5. 
The opinion also there expressed a- 
gainst the distinction of Harless (Ah. J.) 
between the ‘subjective’ and ‘ objec- 
tive’ Holy Spirit seems perfectly valid. 
For a practical sermon on this verse 
(‘ the essence of religion a disposition 
to God’), see Whichcote, Serm. XLVIII. 
Vol, IT. p. 383. 


CuarTeR III. 1. Tovrov yxdpw] 
‘ For this reason,’ ‘hujus rei grati&,* 
Vulg., Clarom. ; sc. ‘because ye are so 
called and so built together in Christ.’ 
The exact meaning of these words will 
of course be modified by the view 
taken of the construction. Out of the 
many explanations of this passage, 
two deserve attention. (a) That of Syr. 
and Chrys. (followed by 7ynd., Cran., 
Gen.), according to which elul is sup- 
plied after 6 décu. ro Xp. "Ine., 6 déc- 
puos being the predicate, ‘I am the 
prisoner of Chr. Jesus,’ the prisoner 
car’ éfoy7v (‘multa enim erat istius 
captivitatis celebritas,’ Beza); rovrov 


xdpw then being ‘for the sake of this 
edification of yours,’ ch. ii. 23: (6) 
that of Theodoret, al., according to 
which 6 déouc0s is in apposition, and 
the construction resumed, ver. 14; 
rovrou xdpw then implying ‘on this 
account,’ ‘because ye are so built 
together’ (De W.), or more probably, 
as above, with a wider ref. to the whole 
foregoing subject; dxpiBos ériordpe- 
vos, kal tTlves Are, xal ws éxrAHOnre, 
xaléml rlow éxrAOnre, Séouat xal ixe- 
revbw Tov Tar drwy Oedw BeBardoa Uuas 
ti wlore’ Theod. The interpreta- 
tion ‘per brachylogiam,’ according 
to which décpu. eluc is to be supplied 
(Wiggers, Stud. u. Krit. p. 841, p. 431 
note, Meyer, ed. 1), is so clearly un- 
tenable, that Meyer (ed. 2) has now 
given it up in favour of (a). This 
former interpr. deserves consideration, 
but on account of the virtual tautology 
in ToUr. xdp. and Urép tua», the ana- 
logy of ch. iv. 1, and still more the 
improbability that St Paul would style 
himself 6 décycos when, as he well 
knew, others were suffering like him- 
self (1 Cor. iv. 9 sq.), the latter is to 
be preferred ; see Winer, Gr. § 62. 4, 
p- 499. The recent explanation of 
Wieseler, which makes 6 décju0s to be 
in apposition, but dispenses with all 
assumption of a parenthesis or of an 
abbreviated structure, is not very 
satisfactory or intelligible; see Chron. 
Synops. p. 446. tov Xp. 
*"Inoov) ‘of Christ Jesus,’ scil. ‘whom 
Christ and His cause have made a 
prisoner,’ Olsh.; gen. of the author or 
originating cause of the captivity: 
comp. Philem. 13, decpuol rot evayye- 
lov; and see Winer, Gr. § 30. 2. B, 
obs, p. 170, Hartung, Casus, p. 17, 
and notes on 1 Thess. i. 6. 
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trip tp. rav va] ‘in behalf of you 
Gentiles; introducing the subject of 
the Apostle’s calling as an Apostle of 
the Gentiles, which is resumed ver. 8. 

2. @ye) ‘if indeed,’ ‘as I may 
suppose,’ ‘on the assumption that ;’ 
gentle appeal, expressed in a hypothe- 
tical form, and conveying the hope 
that his words had not heen quite for- 
gotten. Etye is properly ‘si quidem,’ 
and if resolved, ‘tum certe si’ (see 
Klotz, Derar, Vol. 11. p. 308) ; it does 
not tn itself imply the rectitude of the 
assumption made (‘ efye usurpatur de 
re que jure sumpta creditur,’ Herm. 
Viger, No. 310), but derives that shade 
of meaning from the context; see notes 
on Gal. iii. 4. In the present case 
there could be no real doubt; ‘ neque 
enim ignorare quod hic dicitur poterant 
Ephesii quibus Paulus ipse evange- 
lium plusquam biennio predicaverat,’ 
Estius; comp. ch. iv. 21, 2 Cor. v. 3, 
Col. i. 23. No argument then can 
be fairly deduced from these words 
against the inscription of this Ep. to 
the Ephesians (Mill, Prolegom. p. 9; 
De Wette), nor can the hypothetical 
form be urged as implying that the 
Apostle was personally unknown to 
his readers. tv olkovoplay 
u.t.A.] ‘the dispensation of the grace 
of God which was given to me, &c.’ 
In this passage two errors must be 
avoided ; first, ris do8elons must not 
be taken virtually or expressly ‘per 
hypallagen’ for ri dofeicav, comp. 
Col. i. 25: secondly, no special mean- 
ings must be assigned either to olxo- 
voula or xdpis. Olxovoula is not ‘the 
apostolic office’ (Wieseler, Synops. p. 
445), but, as in ch. i. ro (see notes), 
‘ disposition,’ ‘dispensation ;* 77s xd- 
psros being the gen.,—not suljecti, 


(Gicum., who reads é¢yrdpice, as in 
Rec.), but as the pass. éyrwple6n seems 
rather to suggest,—objecti, or still 
better the gen. of ‘the point of view,’ 
which serves to complete the concep- 
tion, sc. ‘the dispensation in respect of 
the grace of God, d:c.’;—see Scheuerl. 
Synt. § 18, p. 129, comp. Winer, Gr. 
§ 30. 2. B, p. 170. This is further 
explained by 87t xara dmrox., ver. 3; 
olkovoulav xdpiros pnol rhv dwoxddv- 
yw Chrys. There is thus no need 
to depart from the strict meaning of 
xdpis: it is not ‘munus Apostolicum * 
(Estius), but the assisting and qualify- 
ing grace of God for the performance 
of it. els Upds 
is well translated ‘ to you-ward,’ Auth. 
from Tynd. ; it is not ‘in vobis,’ Vulg., 
or even ‘for you’ (dat. commodi), but 
with the proper force of els (ethical 
direction), ‘toward you,’ ‘to work in 
you:’ comp. ch. i. 19, and Winer, 
Gr. § 49. a, p. 384. 

3. Gre «tAr.] ‘that by way of 
revelation;’ objective sentence (Don- 
alds. (rr. § £84) dependent on the pre- 
ceding #xovcare x.7.X., and explana- 
tory of the nature and peculiarity of 
the olxovou., the emphasis obviously 
falling on the predication of manner 
xara dwroxd\uyv. These latter words 
are used in a very similar though not 
perfectly identical manner in Gal. ii. 
2 (comp. 2 Cor. viii. 8, Gal. iv. 29 and 
note, Phil. ii. 3): there however the 
allusion is rather to the norma or rule, 
here to the manner, ‘by way of reve- 
lation,’ ‘revelation-wise ;’ comp. Bern- 
hardy, Synt. v. 20. b, p. 239. 

Td pvoriptov] ‘the mystery,’ not of 
redemption generally, nor of St Paul’s 
special call, but, in accordance with 
the context, of that which is the evi- 
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dent subject of the passage,—the ad- 
mission of the Gentiles to fellowship 
and heirship with Christ in common 
with the Jews ; pvoryjpiov ydp éore 7d 
ra €0vn éetaidyns els uelfova ray ‘Iov- 
Saiwy etryévetay avayayeiy’ Chrys. ; see 
Usteri, ZLehrd. p. 252. On the use 
and meaning of the word pvoriptoy 
see notes on ch. v. 32. The read- 
ing éyrwpice [Rec. with DIEKL ; many 
mss.; Aith. (both); Dam., Theoph., 
al.] is distinctly inferior to the text 
[ABCD!FGN ; many mas. ; Syr. (both), 
Vulg., Clarom., Goth., Copt., al.] in 
external authority, and seems to have 
been an intended emendation of struc- 
ture. apotypawa] ‘have afore 
written,’ Hamm.; a translation here 
preferable to the aoristic ‘wrote afore’ 
(Auth.), as serving better to define 
that the reference does not relate to 
any earlier (Chrys., but not Theod., 
Theoph.), but simply to the present 
Epistle; comp. ch. i. 9 8q., ii. 13 8q. 
The clause seems introduced to con- 
firm the readers, the ref. being, as 
ver. 4 clearly shows, neither to xara 
amwoxdX. nor to pvornp. but to éyvw- 
plaOn wor 7d vor. It was the fact of 
this knowledge having been imparted, 
not the manner in which he attained 
it, or the precise nature of it, that the 
Apostle desires to specify and reite- 
rate. To enclose this clause and ver. 
4 in a parenthesis (Wetst., Griesb.) is 
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o y 
‘in brevi,’ Vulg., da Bpaxéwy, Chrys. ; 
see Kypke, Obs. Vol. 1. p. 293. The 
meaning ‘a short time before,’ ‘just 
now’ (comp. Theod.), is distinctly un- 
tenable: this would be mpd éXlyou: 
év odlyy in a temporal sense can only 
mean, a8 Mey. and Harl. correctly 
observe, ‘in a short space of time:’ 


see Acts xxvi. 28, where however, as 
in the present case, the meaning 
‘briefly,’ ‘with a compendious form 
of argument’ (not ‘lightly,’ Alf.; see 
Meyer in loc.), is appy. more tenable. 
Stier alludes to the common epistolary 
expression, ‘a few lines.’ 

4. Mpdg O] ‘in accordance with which,’ 
‘agreeably to which,’ scil. the xpoye- 
ypaupévov, not év dAlyp (Kypke): from 
what the Apostle had written in this 
Epistle his insight into the mystery 
of Christ was to be inferred by his 
readers; ‘ex ungue leonem,’ Beng. 
The remark of Harl., that rpds (with 
acc.) in its ethical use denotes the 
relation of conformity to, seems correct 
and comprehensive. Whether this be 
in reference to cause and effect (‘ owing 
to,’ Herod. Iv. 161, comp. Matth. 
xix. 8; see exx. in Rost u. Palm, 
Lex. 8.v. b. aa, Vol. 1% p. 1157); de- 
sign and execution (‘in order to,’ 1 
Cor. xii. 7, al.); simple comparison 
(Rom. viii. 18; Herod 11. 34, xpds 
Tov warépa, cited by Bernhardy, Synt. 
Vv. 31, p. 265); or, as here, rule and 
measure (see notes on Gal. ii. 14), 
must be determined by the context. 
If we add to these the indication of 
simple mental direction (‘in regard to,’ 
‘in reference to,’ Heb. i. 7, see Winer, 
Gr. § 49. h, p. 360, comp. notes on 
cb. iv. 12), the ethical uses of mpds 
with acc. will be sufficiently deline- 
ated. For a good and comprehensive 
list of exx. see Rost u. Palm, Lez. 
s.v. Vol. 11. p. 1186 sq. 

Sivacte dvayw. voroa:] ‘you can 
while reading, or as you read, per 
ceive;’ the temporal participle ex- 
pressing the contemporary act, comp. 
Donalds. Gr. § 576. The aor. vofoas 
is appy. here used as marking, not 
exactly the sudden and transitory na- 
ture of the act (Alf.; contrast Bern- 
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hardy, Synt. x. 9, p. 383), but the 
distinct manifestations of it, the sin- 
gle act being regarded as, so to say, 
the commencement of a continuity: 
see esp. Schmalfeld, Synt. § 173. 4, 
Donalds. Gr. § 427. d. The student 
must be careful in pressing the aor. in 
this mood, as so much depends on 
the context, and the mode in which 
the action is contemplated by the 
writer: see Bernhardy, Synt. l.c., 
Kriiger, Sprachl. 53. 6. 9; and ob- 
serve that duvauac and similar verbs, 
éxw, duvards elu, Oér\w, are often idio- 
matically followed by the aor. rather 
than the present ; see Winer, § 44. 7, 
p. 298, and the note of Matzner in his 
ed. of Antiph. p. 153 aq. a Ld 
civer(y pou Kt. A.) ‘my insight, 
my understanding, in the mystery of 
Christ.’ The article is not needed be- 
fore the prep., as civeots év TH mvOT. 
forms a single composite idea ; comp. 
3 Esdr. i. 33, Tis cuvécews abrod ev ry 
yéum Kuplov (Harl.), and see notes on 
ch. i. 15. The formula cumévac é (or 
els) occurs several times in the LXX, 
2 Chron. xxxiv. 12, Nehem. xiii. 7, 
al., and thus justifies the omission of 
the article with the derivative subst. ; 
see Winer, § 20. 2, p. 123. The dis- 
tinction between oumévar (‘to under- 
stand,’ ‘verstehn’) and voety (‘to per- 
ceive,’ ‘merken’) is noticed by Titt- 
mann, Synon. p. 1gI. Tov Xpv- 
@rov is commonly taken as a gen. ob- 
jecti, ‘the mystery relating to Christ,’ 
sc. of which His reconciliation and 
union of the Jews and Gentiles in 
Himself formed the subject: comp. 
Theoph. tn loc. By comparing how- 
ever the somewhat difficult passage, 
Col. i. 27, rod puornplov...... 8s dorw 
Xpiords év vyly, it would certainly 
seem that it is rather a species of gen. 


materia, or of tdentity: ‘Christus 
selbst ist das Concretum des gottlichen 
Geheimnisses,’ Meyer ; comp. Stier tn 
loc., and see exx. in Scheuerlein, Syné. 
§ 12.1, p. 82, 83. 

5. 8] ‘which,’ acil. which pvort- 
ptov roo Xp. ver. 4; there being no 
parenthesis (see above), but that sim- 
ple linked connexion by means of rela- 
tives which is so characteristic of this 
Epistle. irépats yeveats] 
‘in other generations, ages,’ ‘anburaim 
aldim,’ Goth.; dative of time; see 
Winer, Gr. § 31. 9, p. 195, comp. 
notes, ch. ii.12. Meyer, maintaining 
the usual meaning of yeved, explains 
the dat. as a simple dat. commodi, and 
rots vlots as a further explanation. 
This is unnecessary precision, as in 
Col. i. 26, dwd r&v aldvwy cal dwrd rdv 
yevedy, the less usual meaning ‘age’ 
can scarcely be denied: see Acts xiv. 
16, and probably Lukei. 50. In the 
LXX, yeved is the usual translation of 
“)5, which certainly (see Gesen. Lex. 
s.v.) admits both meanings. In one 
instance, Isaiah xxiv. 22, even OD? 
is so translated. The insertion 
of év before érépais (Rec.) rests only on 
the authority of a few mss.; Copt., 
and Syr.-Phil. rots viots 
Tov avOp.] ‘to the sons of men;’ ‘latis- 
sima appellatio, causam exprimens ig- 
norantis, ortum naturalem ;’ so Beng., 
who however proceeds less felicitously 
to refer the expression to the ancient 
prophets. This is neither fairly de- 
monstrable from the use of DN}, 
(Ezek. vii. 2, al.), nor by any means 
consonant with the present passage, 
where no comparison is instituted be- 
tween the prophets of the Old and 
of the New Test., but between the 
times,—the then and the now. The ex- 
pression, viol rw» dxOp. seems chosen 
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to make the contrast with the dy:o: 
décor. avrod kal rpod., the Geod dy- 
Opwrot (2 Pet. i. 21, Deut. xxxiii. 1), 
more fully felt. 

&s] Observe the comparison which the 
particle introduces and suggests: éy- 
vuplaOn pev Tols wddat rpophrais, aN’ 
ovx ws viv’ ob yap Ta xpdypuara eldov 
[comp. 1 John i. 1] a@AAd Tovds sept 
Tw wpayudrwy mpoéypayay d-yous’ 
Theod. tots dyiots daroorr. ] 
‘to His holy Apostles.’ The epithet 
Gylos has been very unreasonably 
urged by De Wette as a mark of the 
post-apostolic date of the epistle. It 
is obviously used to support and 
strengthen the antithesis to the viol 
trav dvOp. The Apostles were ayror 
in their office as God’s chosen messen- 
gers, dycoe in their personal character 
as the inspired preachers of Christ ; 
comp. Luke i. 70, Acts iii. 21, 2 Pet. 
i. 21 (Lachm.), where the prophets are 
so designated. The meaning of mpo- 
frat is here the same as in ch. ii. 20, 
the ‘N.T. prophets ;’ see notes on ch. 
iv, 11. év IIvebpare] ‘by the 
Spirit;’ Auth., Arm. (instrumental 
case) ; the Holy Agent by whom the 
admroxd\uyrs was given, év having here 
more of its instrumental force: ef uy 
yap 7d IIvetipa edldate roy Ilérpov, 
ovK dy Tov €Ovcxdv KopyyAcoy pera, Twy 
ov abr@ wapedétaro’ Theoph. ; comp. 
Chrys., who certainly appears errone- 
ously cited (De W., Eadie) as joining 
é&y IIv. with wpod., ‘ prophets in the 
Spirit,’ sc. Oeorvedcrovs. This latter 
construction, though fairly admissible 
(comp. Winer, Gr. § 20. 4, p. 126), is 
open to the decisive exegetical objec- 
tion that it is an ‘idem per idem:”’ if 
prophets were not divinely inspired, 
‘prophets in the Spirit,” the name 
would be misapplied. On the omis- 


sion of the art. see ch. ii. 22. The 
traces of Montanism which Baur 
(Paulus, p. 440) finds in these words 
are so purely imaginary as not 
to deserve serious notice or confuta- 
tion. 

6. evar rd vy] ‘to wit that the 
Gentiles are,’ ‘gentes esse,’ Vulg., Cla- 
trom., Goth.; not ‘should be,’ Auth., 
Eadie; the objective infin. here ex- 
pressing not the design but the subject 
and purport of the mystery: rToir’ 
tore rd puorhprov 7d elvas Ta EOvn ouy- 
KAnpcvona TQ ‘IopatA Tris éwayye- 
Aas, xal cuppéroxa’ Theoph.; comp. 
Donalds. Gr. § 584. 
cuvkAnpovépa x. 7.r.] ‘ fellow-heirs 
and fellow-members, and fellow-par- 
takers of the promise.’ It does not 
seem correct to regard these three epi- 
thets on the one hand as merely cumu- 
lative and oratorical, or on the other 
as studiedly mystical and significant 
(comp. Stier, who here finds a special 
allusion to the Trinity). The general 
fact of the cvvx\npovoula is re-asserted, 
in accordance with the Apostle’s pre- 
vious expressions, both in its outward 
and inward relations. The Gentiles 
were fellow-heirs with the believing 
Jews in the most unrestricted sense: 
they belonged to the same corporate 
body, the faithful ; they shared to the 
full in the same spiritual blessings, the 
émayyeNla: see Theod. in loc. The 
compounds givowpos (‘concorporalis,’ 
Vulg., see Suicer, Zhes. s.v. Vol. II. p. 
T1gt) and cuvypéroxos (‘comparticeps,’ 
Vulg.; ch. v. 7) appear to have been 
both formed by St Paul, being only 
found in this Ep. and the Ecclesias- 
tical writers. The verb cupperéxw 
occurs in classical Greek, e.g. Eurip. 
Suppl. 648, Plato, Theet. p. 181 0. 
Tisch. (ed. 7) now adopts the forms 
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cuvkA\np. and awowr, ([AB'DEFGN], 
and ouvpér. [AB'CD! FGNI], appy. on 
right principles; see his Prolegom. p. 
XLVII. THs trayyelas] 
‘the promise of salvation,’ not merely 
of the Holy Spirit (Eadie) ; for though 
the promise of the Spirit was one of 
the prominent gifts of the New Cove- 
nant (Gal. iii. 14), it would here be 
not only too restricted, but even 
gcarcely consonant with the foregoing 
ouvkAnpovoua. The addition 
of avroo after ris érayy. (Rec.) is 
fairly supported [D®D?EFGKL; many 
mss.; Vulg. (not all codd.), Goth., 
Syr.-Phil.; Theod., al.], but is not 
found in ABCD!§; mass.; Clarom., 
Sang., Amit., Copt., Syr.; and thus 
is rightly rejected by the best recent 
editors. dv Xp. “Ino. and S10 
Tov edayy. both refer to the three fore- 
going epithets. The former points to 
the objective ground of the salva- 
tion, Him im whom it centred, the 
latter to the medium by which it was 
to be subjectively applied (Mey.): rq 
mweupOyvac xal mpds avrovs, xal rq 
micretcar’ ov yap amdws, a\AA Sia 
Tol evayyeAlov' Chrys. On the dis- 
tinction between éy and 64 in the 
same sentence, see Winer, (rr. § 48. 
8, Pp. 347 note, and comp. ch. i. 7. 
The reading of Rec. é&v 7G Xp. [DEF 
GKL; most mss.; Clarom., Sang., 
Boern.; Orig. (3), al.] is rejected by 
most recent editors in favour of é Xp. 
"Ino. which is found in ABCN; some 
ross.; Aug., Vulg., Goth., Copt., al. 
7. dyevi@nv] ‘J became.’ this less 
usual form is rightly adopted by 
Lachm., Tisch., al., on the authority 
of ABD'FGR, against CD°EKL which 
read éyevéunv. The passive form how- 
ever implies no corresponding differ- 


ence of meaning (Riick., Eadie): +i- 
‘yvou.at in the Doric dialect was a depo- 
nent pass., éyev7)0yv was thus used in 
it for éyerduny, and frum thence oc- 
casionally crept into the language of 
later writers: see Buttmann, Jrrey. 
Verbs, 8. v. TEN—, Lobeck, Phryn. 
p. 108, 109, and comp. notes on Col. 
iv. It. Sidxovos] ‘a 
minister ;’ go Col. i. 23, 2 Cor. iii. 6. 
Meyer rightly impugns the distinction 
of Harless, that d:dx. points more to 
activity in relation to the service, banp- 
érns to activity in relation to the mas- 
ter. This certainly cannot be substan- 
tiated by the exx. in the N.T.; see 
2 Cor. vi. 4, xi. 23, 1 Tim. iv. 6, where 
didx. is simply used in reference to the 
master, and Luke i. 2, where Urnpérns 
refers to the service. On the deriva- 
tion of didx. (Scpxw), see Buttm. Lexil. 
8.v. didxropos, § 40. 3: for its more re- 
mote affinities [AK- ATK- ‘bend’], Ben- 
fey, Wurzellex. Vol. 11. p. 22. 

tiv Swp. Tis xdpiros] ‘the gift of the 
grace ;’ gen. of identity, that of which 
the gift, z.e. the apostolic office, the 
office of preaching to the Gentiles, 
consisted; comp. Plato, Leg. vill. p. 
844 D, dirrdas Swpeds xdprros, and see 
Scheuer]. Synt. § 12. 1, p. 82, Winer, 
Gr. § §9. 8, p. 470. Thy 
Sobetody por] ‘which was given to me,’ 
not a mere reiteration of the pre- 
ceding dwpedy, but associated closely 
with the following words which define 
the manner of the décts. The reading 
ris 500elans (Lachm.) is supported by 
very strong external authority [A BC 
D'FGN; 10 mss.; Clarom., Vulg., 
Copt.], but appears so likely to have 
arisen from a conformation to ver. 2, 
that it can hardly be adopted with 
safety. The accus. is found in DE 
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KL; majority of mss.; Syr. (both), 
Goth., al.; Chrys., Theod., al., and is 
adopted by TZisch. and most recent 
critics, kata tH dvépy.] 
‘according to the working or operation 
of His power ;’ defining prepositional 
clause, dependent, not on éyer}Ony 
(Mey.), but on rp d00ciody wot, which 
would otherwise seem an unnecessary 
addition: ‘the mention of the power 
of God is founded on the circumstance 
that St Paul sees.in his change of 
heart from a foe to a friend of Christ 
an act of omnipotence ;’ Olsh. On the 
proper force of xard, see notes on ch. 
i, 19. 

8. enol te Bayiororipg] ‘unto 
me who am less than the least,’ Auth. ; 
a most felicitous translation. No ad- 
dition was required to the former 
period; the great Apostle however so 
truly, so earnestly, felt his own weak- 
ness and nothingness (el xal ovdéy elu, 
2 Cor. xii. 11), that the mention of 
God’s grace towards him awakens 
within, by the forcible contrast it sug- 
gests, not only the remembrance of his 
former persecutions of the church (1 
Cor. xv. 9, 10), but of his own sinful 
nature (1 Tim. i. 15, elu, not 7), and 
unworthiness for so high an office. 
Calvin and Harl. here expound with 
far more vitality than Est., who refers 
thisrarewogppootvns brepBodhv (Chrys.) 
solely to the memory of his for- 
mer persecutions. It is perfectly in- 
credible how in such passages as these, 
which reveal the truest depths of Chris- 
tian experience, Baur (Paulus, p. 447) 
can only see contradictions and argu- 
ments against the apostolic origin of 
the Epistle. On the form éd\axior. 
seo Winer, Gr. § 11. 2, p. 65, and the 
exx. collected by Wetst. in loc., out 


of which however remove Thucyd. Iv. 
118, as the true reading is «dAAcos. 

dv rots Uy. evayyeA.] ‘to preach among 
the Gentiles ;’ explanatory and partly 
appositional clause, the emphatic é» 
rots €0veo.v marking the Apostle’s dis- 
tinctive sphere of aetion, and the inf. 
defining the preceding 4 ydpes avry: 
see Kriiger, Sprachl. § 57. 10. 6, 
Schmalfeld, Synt. § 193, Winer, Gr. 
$ 44. 1, p. 284. To make this clause 
dependent on dwpedy, ver. 7, and to 
regard éuol....airy as parenthetical 
(Harl.), seems a very improbable con- 
nexion, and is required neither by 
grammar nor by the tenor of the pas- 
sage. Lachm. omits é with 
ABCN; 3 mss.; Copt.; (Alf): but 
the authority for retaining it [DEFG 

KL; nearly all mss.; Syr. (both), 

Clarom., Vulg., Goth., al; Chrys., 

Theod., al.] seems slightly to prepon- 

derate. twovros TOU Xp. ] 

‘riches of Christ,’ i.e. the exhaustless 

blessings of salvation; compare Rom. 

xi. 33. It is dveitxvlacroy (LXX, 

Job v. 9, ix. 10, Heb. iF} }9§) both in 

its nature, extent, and application. 


9. Kal dorloar. mdvras] ‘and 
to illuminate all, make all see;’ 


° ax y Va” 
eatS2\ So1sfo [et in lucem 
proferam omni homini] Syr.; expan- 
sion of the foregoing clause as to the 
process (the Apostle had grace given 
not only outwardly to preach the Gos- 
pel, but inwardly to enlighten), though 
appy. not as to the persons (ed. 1), as 
owing to its unemphatic position the 
wdyras can scarcely be thought more 
inclusive than the foregoing ra On: 
see Meyer. The significant verb gw- 
tloat must not be explained away as 
if it were synonymous with diddtac 
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(De W.): this derivative meaning is 
found in the LXX, see Judges xiii. 8 
(Alex.), 2 Kings xii. 2, xvii. 27, 28, but 
not in the N.T., where the reference is 
always to light, either physical (Luke 
xi. 36), metaphorical (« Cor. iv. 5), 
or spiritual (Heb. vi. 4, al.); comp. 
Reuss, Théol. Chrét. 1v. 15, Vol. II. 
p- 156 note. Christ is properly 6 ¢dw- 
rl{wy (John i, 9); His apostles illumi- 
nate ‘participatione ac ministerio:’ 
Estius. On the use of the word in 
ref. to baptism, see Suicer, 7hesaur. 
Vol. m1. p. 1491. Tisch. (ed. 7) omits 
kal apparently by mistake. 

Lachmn, brackets wdyras as being 
omitted by A, 2 mss.; Cyr., Hil., al.; 
to these & is now added.’ qj 
olxovopla «.1.X.] ‘the dispensation of 
the mystery, &c.’ ‘dispositio sacramenti 
absconditi,’ Vulg., Clarom. ;—scil. the 
dispensation (arrangement, regulation) 
of the mystery (the union of Jews 
and Gentiles in Christ, ver. 6), which 
was to be humbly traced and ac- 
knowledged in the fact of its having 
secretly existed in the primal counsels 
of God, and now having been revealed 
to the heavenly powers by means of 
the Church. On the meaning of olxo- 
voula, see notes on ch. i. 10. 

The reading xowwvla (Rec.) has only 
the support of cursive mss., and is a 
mere explanatory gloss. 

dd trav alodvev] ‘from the ages,’ scil. 
“since the ages of the world began;’ 
comp. pdivn Gen. vi. 4: terminus a 
quo of the concealment. The counsel 
itself was formed wrpd ray alwyuy, 
1 Cor. ii. 7; the concealment of it dated 
ad 7Ov aldvwy, from the commence- 
ment of the ages when intelligent 
beings from whom it could be concealed 
were called into existence ; comp. Rom. 


Xvi. 25, nuornplov xpdvos alwvlos ce- 
ovynuévov. T) TA WavTa 
urlcayri] ‘who created all things,’ 
‘qui omnia creavit,’ Vulg., Clarom. ; 
certainly not, ‘ quippe qui omnia crea- 
vit,’ Meyer,—a_ translation which 
would require the absence of the arti- 
cle; comp. notes on ch. i. 12, and see 
esp. Donalds. Crat. § 306. The exact 
reason for this particular designation 
being here appended to 7q@ Oeg has 
been somewhat differently estimated. 
The most simple explanation would 
seem to be that it is added to enhance 
the idea of God's omnipotence; the 
emphatic position of ra mdvra (‘null& 
re prorsus excepté,’ Est.) being de- 
signed to give to the idea its widest 
extent and application ;—‘ who created 
all things,’ and so with His undoubt- 
ed prerogative of sovereign and crea- 
tive power ordained the very uuor}ptoy 
itself. A reference to God’s omnisctence 
would more suitably have justified the 
concealment, the reference to His 
omnipotence more convincingly vindi- 
cates the evdoxla according to which 
it was included in and formed part 
of His primal counsels. It is not ne- 
cessary to limit ra rdyra, but the tense 
seems to show that it refers rather 
to the physical (ovdév yap xwpls avrod 
werolnxe, Chrys.), than to the apiri- 
tual creation (Calv.). This latter view 
was perhaps suggested by the longer 
reading xrlo. da ’Inood Xp. [Rec. with 
D&SEKL; most mss.; Syr.-Phil. with 
asterisk ; Chrys., Theod., al.], which 
however is rightly rejected by most 
recent editors with ABCD!FGN; a 
few mss.; Syr., Vulg., Goth., al. ; 
Basil, Cyr., and many Ff. 

10. va yvwpiody viv] ‘in order 
that there might be made known now ;’ 
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divine object and purpose of the gene- 
ral dispensation described in the two 
foregoing verses; not of either of the 
facts specified in the two participial 
clauses immediately preceding, for 
neither the concealment of the mys- 
tery (Meyer), nor the past act of 
material creation (Harl].), could be pro- 
perly said to have had as its purpose 
and design the present (viv opp. to dad 
T&v aldvwv) exhibition of God's wisdom 
to angels. The Apostle (as Olsh. well 
remarks), in contrasting the greatness 
of his call with the nothingness of 
his personal self, pursues the theme 
of his labour through all its stages: 
the é\ax:ordrepos has grace given him 
evayyeNlcacOa, k.T.A.. nay More, Pw- 
vTloat wdyras x.T.X., and that too that 
heaven might see and acknowledge 
the wodurolki\os codla of God; see 
Neander, Planting, Vol. I. p. 518 
(Bohn). Tais apxats «..A.] ‘ to 
the principalities and to the powers in 
the heavenly regions ;’ sc. to the good 
angels and intelligences; a ref. to 
both classes (Hofm. Schriftb. Vol. I. 
p. 315) being excluded, not so much 
by & rots éroup. (Alf., for comp. ch. 
vi. 12), a8 by the general tenor of the 
passage; evil angels more naturally 
recognise the power, good angels the 
wisdom of God. On the term dpxais 
kal éfove., each with the art. to add 
weight to the enumeration, see notes 
on ch. i. 21, and on rots érovup. notes 
on ch. i, 3, 20. Sia THs 
éxxAnolas] ‘through the Church,’ scil., 
“by means of the Church;’ &d rijs 
wept ri éexxdnoiay olxovopias* Theod. 
The Church, the community of be- 
lievers in Christ (Col. i. 24), was the 
means by which these ministering 
spirits were to behold and contemplate 
God's wisdom: comp. Calvin in loc., 


‘ecclesia...quasi speculum sit in quo 
contemplantur Angeli mirificam Dei 
sapientiam ;’ dre quets éud@oper, rére 
xdxeivor St’ tudy' Chrys. That the 
holy angels are capable of a specific 
increase of knowledge, and of a deep- 
ening insight into God’s wisdom, seems 
from this passage clear and incontro- 
vertible; comp. 1 Pet. i. 12, els & ée- 
Oupotcw Ayyedo. mapaxtyas, and see 
Petavius, Theol. Dogm. Vol. 111. p. 44 
sq., Suicer, Thesaur. Vol. I. p. 46. 
todvrrol(kiros}] * manifold,’ ‘ multi- 
formis,’ Vulg., Clarom.; see Orph. 
Hymn, Vi. t1, LXI. 4. This character- 
istic of God's wisdom is to be traced, 
not in the rapddofov, by which issues 
were brought about by unlooked-for 
means (6:4 Trav dvartiuw 7a evayria 
Karwpdw0n, 5d Oavdrov wih, de’ doGe- 
velas Sdvamus, &’ dreslas d6ga, Greg.- 
Nyss. ap. Theoph.), but in the woAv- 
rexvov (Theoph.), the variety of the 
divine counsels, which nevertheless all 
mysteriously co-operated toward a 
single end,—the call of the Gentiles, 
and salvation of mankind by faith in 
Jesus Christ. The use of wodumolx. 
in reference to Gnosticism (Irenzeus, 
Heer. 1. 4. 1, ed. Mass.) does not give 
the slightest reason for supposing (Baur, 
Paulus, p. 429) that the use of the 
word here arose from any such allu- 
sions. 

IT, Kata 1p68, rev aldvev] ‘ac- 
cording to the purpose of the ages;’ 
modal clause dependent on Wa yvw- 
pto67, specifying the accordance of the 
revelation of the divine wisdom with 
God’s eternal purpose; viv pé, dyel, 
yéyover, ob viv 5¢ wpicro, AAN dywher 
mwporerumwro’ Chrys. The gen. rép 
aldvwy is somewhat obscure: it can 
scarcely be (a) a gen. objectz (‘ the fore- 
ordering of tLe ages,’ Whitby, comp. 
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Peile), or even (5) a gen. of the point 
of view (Scheuerl. Synt. § 18. 1, p. 129), 
—for the Apostle is not speaking of 
God’s purpose in regard to different 
times or dispensations, but of His 
single purpose of uniting and saving 
mankind in Christ,—but will be most 
naturally regarded as (c) belonging to 
the general category of the gen. of 
possession (‘the purpose which pertain- 
ed to, existed in, was determined on 
in the ages’), and as serving to define 
the general relation of time; comp. 
Jude 6, xplow peyddns hudpas, and see 
Winer, Gr. § 30. 2, p. 16g. The mean- 
ing is thus nearly equivalent to that 
of the similar expression wpd0ecw... 
xpd xpivwv aiwvlwy, 2 Tim. i. 9; God’s 
purpose existed in His eternal being, 
and was formed in the primal ages 
(‘a seculis,’ Syr.) before the founda- 
tion of the world; comp ch. i. 4. 

qv brolncey)] ‘which he wrought,’ 
‘quam fecit,’ Vulg., Clarom., Copt., 
“gatavida,’ Goth. The exact meaning 
of érolycer is doubtful. The mention 
of the eternal purpose would seem to 
imply rather ‘constituit’ (Harl., Alf.) 
than ‘ executus est’ (De W., Mey.), as 
the general reference seems more to 
the appuvintment of the decree than 
to its historical realization (see Calv. ; 
Hofm. Schrift). Vol. 1. p. 204): still 
the words &v Xp. ’Iyoot re Kuplp 
\pév seem ao clearly to point to the 
realization, the carrying out of the 
purpose in Jesue Christ,—the Word 
made flesh (compare Olsh.),—that the 
latter (Matth. xxi. 31, John vi. 38, 
t Kings v. 8, Isaiah xliv. 28) must be 
considered preferable. As however 
St Paul has used a middle term, 
neither rpoéGero nor éweré\ece, a mid- 
dle term (¢. g. ‘wrought,’ ‘made,’—. 
not ‘fulfilled,’ Conyb.) should be re- 


tained in translation. The read- 
ing is slightly doubtful. Zachm. and 
Tisch. (ed. 1 and 7) insert rg before 
Xp. with ABC!; 37. 116. al.: as how- 
ever the title 6 Xp. "Ino. 6 Kup. tyudp 
does not appy. occur elsewhere (Col. 
ii. 6 is the nearest approach to it; see 
Middl. Gr. Art. Append. 11. p. 495, ed. 
Rose), and the omission is well sup- 
ported (C7 DEKLN; most mss.; Ath., 
Chrys., Theod.], we still retain the 
reading of Rec., Tisch. (ed. 2), and the 
majority of editors. 

12, @ © kone] ‘in whom 
(founded in whom) we have ;’ appeal 
to, and proof drawn from their 
Christian experience, the relative 
having here a slightly demonstrative 
and explanatory force (6rs dé da rod 
Xp. yéyovey day, dv & lxoner gnol 
x,t. A. Chrys., comp. Theod.), and 
being nearly equivalent to & airy 
ydp; see Jelf, (rr. $834. 3, Bernhardy, 
Synt, VI. 12, p. 293, and note on ols 
on Col. i. 27. viv wappn- 
olay] ‘our boldness,’ ‘fiduciam,’ Vulg., 
Clarom.; not here ‘libertatem oris,’ 
whether in ref. to prayer (Beng.), or 
to preaching the Gospel (Vatabl.) ; 
for, ag in many instances (Lev. xxvi. 
13 mera wasp, NS*HM\p, 1 Mace. iv. 
18, Heb. iii. 6, « John ii. 28, al.), the 
primitive meaning has here merged 
into that of ‘cheerful boldness’ (6d- 
pos, Zonar. Lex. p. 1508; ‘Freudig- 
keit,’ Luth.); that ‘freedom of spirit’ 
(‘freihals,’ Goth.) which becomes 
those whe are conscious of the re- 
deeming love of Christ; dyidoas yap 
Huds ba rob ldlov aluaros mpootyaye 
Oappotyras’ Gicum.; see notes on I 
Tim. iti, 13. Tv wpocaywyiv) 
‘our admission ;* ovx ws alxuddrwrot, 
onol, rpooywxOnmev, GAN’ ws ovy- 
yvouns d&covmevo’ Chrys., and sim. the 
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other Greek commentators; comp. 
/Eth., ‘ductorem nostrum,’ and see 
notes on ch. ii. 18. The transitive 
meaning there advocated is appy. a 
little less certain in the present case, 
on account of the union with the in- 
trans. rappnolay, still both lexical au- 
thority and the preceding reference to 
our Lord seem to require and justify 
it; comp. Suicer, Thesaur. s.v. Vol. 
II, p. 850. How ‘the use of the article 
before both nouns signalizes them as 
the twin elements of an unique privi- 
lege’ (Eadie), is not clear; see on the 
contrary Winer, Gr. § 19. 5, p. I17. 
Lachm, omits the second art., with 
ABN!'; 2 mss.; but in opp. to CDE 
(D!E rip mpoc. x. 7. wafp.)FG(FG 
Thy wpoc. els 7. wapp.)KLN4; nearly 
all mss.; Ath., Chrys., Theod., al. ;— 
authority appy. preponderant. 

dv weroOyjoa)] ‘in confidence,’ pera 
Tob Gappeiv, Chrys.,—a noble example 
of which is afforded by St Paul him- 
self in the sublime words of Rom. viii. 
38, 39 (Mey.). The present clause 
does not qualify mpocaywy} (‘no 
timorous approach,’ Eadie), but is the 
predication of manner, and defines the 
tone and frame of mind (‘alacriter 
libenterque,’ Calv.) in which the mpoo- 
ayury) is enjoyed and realized. Thus 
then é& Xp. marks the objective 
ground of the possession, 1a r7js rlor. 
the subjective medium .by which, and 


év remo.8. the subjective state in which 


it is apprehended : ‘tres itaque gradus 
sunt faciendi, nam primum Dei pro- 
missionibus credimus, deinde his ac- 
quiescentes concipimus fiduciam ut bo- 
no simus tranquilloque animo: hinc 
sequitur audacia, que facit ut profli- 
gato metu intrepide et constanter nos 
Deo commendemus :’ Calv. Iemol6- 
ots (2 Kings xviii. 19) is only used in 


the N. T. by St Paul (2 Cor. i. 15, iit. 
4, Vili. 22, x. 2, Phil. iii. 4), and is a 
word of later Greek: see Eustath. on 
Odyss. 111. p. 114. 41, Lobeck, PAhryn. 
Pp. 294 8q. ais wloress atrot] 
‘faith on Him;’ gen. objecti, virtually 
equivalent to rior. els abréy: see Rom. 
iii, 22, Gal. ii. 16, and comp. notes 
in loc, It is doubtful whether the. 
deeper meaning which Stier (comp. 
Matth.) finds in the words, sc. ‘ faith 
of which Christ is not only the object, 
but the ground,’ can here be fully 
substantiated. On the whole verse, 
see three posthumous sermons of 
South, Serm. xxix, sq. Vol. Iv. p. 
413 sq. (Tegg). 

13. 86] ‘On which account,’ 
‘wherefore,’ sc. since my charge is so 
important and our spiritual privileges 
so great; didre wéya Td uoTHpioy Tis 
KAhoews Nnuay, kal peydda ad évertored- 
Onv éyé: Theoph. The reference of 
this particle has been very differently 
explained. Estius and Meyer with 
some plausibility connect it simply 
with the preceding verse; ‘cum igitur 
ad tantam dignitatem vocati sitis, 
ejusque consequende fiduciam habea- 
tis per Christum ; rogo vos, éc.’ Est. 
As however ver. 8—11 contain the 
principal thought to which ver. 12 is 
only subordinate and supplementary, 
the former alluding to the nature and 
dignity of the Apostle’s commission, 
the latter to its effects and results, 
in which both he and his converts 
(fxonev) share, the particle will much 
more naturally refer to the whole 
paragraph. The union of the Apo- 
stle’s own interests and those of his 
converts in the following words then 
becomes natural and appropriate. The 
use of 6:0 by St Paul is too varied to 
enable us safely to adduce any gram- 


III. 13, 14. 


On this account (I 
say) I pray to God 
the Fa 
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her to give you strength within, and teach you the in- 


comprehensible love of Christ, and fill you with God’s fulness, 


matical considerations: see notes on 
Gal. iv. 31. alrodpa p41) 
évnaneiv] ‘J entreat you not to lose 
heart;’ twas (Eth.) not rdv Oedv 
(Theod.) being supplied after the verb ; 
comp. 2 Cor. v. 20, Heb. xiii. 19 (2 
Cor. vi. 1, x. 2, cited by De W.,, are 
less appropriate), where a similar sup- 
plement is required. Such construc- 
tions as ‘I pray (God) that ye lose 
not heart,’ or ‘that I lose not heart’ 
(Syr.), are both open to the objection 
that the object of the verb and subject 
of the inf. (both unexpressed) are thus 
made different without sufficient rea- 
son. Moreover such a prayer as that 
in the latter interpretation would here 
fall strangely indeed from the lips of 
the great Apostle who had learnt in 
his sufferings to rejoice (Col. i. 24), 
and in his very weakness to find 
ground for boasting ; comp. 2 Cor. xi. 
30, xii. 5. On the form évxaxeiy, 
not éxxaxeiy, see notes on Gal. vi. 9. 
dv rats OAlipeoty «.7.A.] ‘in my tribu- 
lations for you,’ ‘in (not ‘ob,’ Beza) 
tribulationibus meis,’ Vulg., Clarom. ; 
@ as usual denoting the sphere as it 
were in which the faint-heartedness 
of the Ephesians might possibly be 
shown ; see Winer, Gr. § 48. a, p. 345. 
So close was their bond of union in 
Christ, that the Apostle felt his afflic- 
tions were theirs; they might be faint- 
hearted in his, as if they were their 
own. The article is not necessary be- 
fore Umdp, as OAlWeor can be considered 
in structural union with trép dudr: 
comp. O\BecGar vrép rwos, 3 Cor. i. 
6; see notes on ch. i. 15. 

drs dorly 86fa Spey] ‘inasmuch as it 
ts your glory;’ reason (imerépa ydp 
dééa x.r.A. Theod.), or rather expla- 
nation, why they were not to be faint- 
hearted ; the indef. relative being here 


explanatory (comp. ch. i. 23, notes on 
Gal. iv. 24, and Hartung, Casus, p. 
286), and referring to @Alyeow on the 
common principle of attraction by 
which the relative assumes the gender 
of the predicate; see Winer, Gr. § 240 
3, p. 150, Madvig, Synt. §98. The 
way in which St Paul’s tribulations 
could be said to tend to the glory of 
the Ephesians is simply but satisfac- 
torily explained by Chrys., 87+ ovrws 
avrods trydrncev 6 Gedbs, Dore xal roy 
uldy Urép adray Sodvar xal rods SovAous 
kaxodv' Wa yap obroe TUXwoL TOTOUT UP 
dyaduy [see ver. 6] Iladdos édeopeiro. 
The personal reason, ‘quod doctorem 
habetis qui nullis calamitatibus fran- 
gitur,’ Calixt. (compare Theod.), in 
which case #7rts must refer to uh év- 
kaxely, seems wholly out of the ques- 
tion. Glory accrued to the Ephesians 
from the official dignity, not the per- 
sonal fortitude (xaprepia, Theod.) of 
the sufferer. 

14. Tobrov xdpw] ‘On this ac- 
count,’ sc. ‘because ye are so called 
and so built together in Christ, 'resump- 
tion of ver. 1 (raéra mdvra éy péow 
Tedexws, dvahauBdver row wept wpoceu- 
xfs Abyov' Theod.); rovrov xdpw re- 
ferring to the train of thought at the 
end of ch. ii., and to the ideas paral- 
lel to it in the digression; in brief, 
éretdh ovrws iyyar}Onre wapda Qeod: 
CEcum. kdpire ta yd- 
vara «.7.A.] ‘2 bend my knees (in 
prayer) to;’ expression indicative of 
the earnestness and fervency of his 
prayer; Thy merd Karavigtews dénow 
éojuave, Theoph., comp. Chrys. Kdyu- 
wrew yovu (usually x. éri yévu in the 
LXX) is joined with the dat. in its 
simple sense (Rom. xi. 4, xiv. 11, both 
quotations); but here, in the meta- 
phorical sense of rpoge’xecOa, is ap- 
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16. 8] So ABCFGN ; 3 mss.; Orig. (Cat.), Bas., Method., al. (Lachm., 
Mey., al.). In ed. 1 and 2 the rarer form 57 was adopted with DEKL; great 
majority of mss.; Ath., Chrys., Theod., al. (Rec., Tisch. ed. 2, 7), and on the 
evidence then extant probably rightly. The addition of X seems however now 
just sufficient to turn the scale; comp. critical note on ch. ii. 8. 


propriately joined with mpés to denote 
the object towards whom (as it were) 
the knees were bowed,—the mental 
direction of the prayer; see Winer, 
Gr. § 49. h, p. 360. On the posture 
of kneeling in prayer, see Bingham, 
Antiq. x11. 8. 4, and esp. Snicer, 
Thesaur, Vol. 1. p. 777. 

The interpolation of the words rod 
Kuplov jy I. X. after rardpa, though 
undoubtedly ancient, and well support- 
ed [DEFGKLN‘; nearly all mas. ; 
Syr. (both), Vulg., Goth., al.; Chrys., 
Theod., al.j, is rightly rejected in 
favour of the text [ABCN?!; 2 mas.; 
Demid., Copt., Ath. (both), al. ; Orig., 
Cyr., al.] by nearly all modern editors 
except De Wette and Eadie. 

15. &€ of] ‘from whom,’ ‘after 
whom ;’ ék pointing to the origin or 
source whence the name was derived; 
see notes on (al. ii. 16, and comp. 
Xen. Mem. iv. 5. 12, pn 8é xal 7d 
SiardyerOar dvopacOjva éx rod cundy- 
Tas kowy Bovrever Oar’ Hom. JI. x. 68, 
warpdbev éx yerets dvoudtwr. Less 
direct origination is expressed by dé; 
comp. dvouds. dé, Herod. vi. 130. 
waca watpid] ‘every race, family,’ 
not ‘the whole family,’ Auth.; see 
Middleton in doc., p. 361 (ed. Rose). 
The use of the particular term warpid 
is evidently suggested by the preced- 
ing warépa; itsexact meaning however, 
and still more its present reference, 
are both very debateable. With re- 
gard to the first it may be said that 
warpida does not imply (a) ‘paternitas,’ 
Vulg., Syr., al. (xuplws marhp, Kal 


470s warhp 6 Oeds, Theod.; comp. 
Tholuck, Bergpr. p. 394),—® transla- 
tion defensible neither in point of ety- 
mology or exegesis, but is either used 
in (5) the more limited sense of ‘familia’ 
(mesist, Copt.; comp. Arm.), or more 
probably (c) that of the more inclusive 
‘gens’ (Heb. ANBw ND, less commonly 
niax n'a, comp. Gesen. Lez. s. v. 
AR, «0); see Herod. 1. 200, elot 3é 
airdv [BaBvAwseluy] rarpal rpets, and 
compare Acts ili. 25 with Gen. xii. 
3, where warpia and dvd} are inter- 
changed. If then, as seems most cor- 
rect, we adopt this more inclusive 
meaning, the reference must be to 
those larger classes and communities 
into which, as we may also infer from 
other passages (comp. ch. i. 31 notes, 
Col. i. 16 notes), the celestial hosts 
appear to be divided, and to the races 
and tribes of men (‘quseque regionum,’ 
4Eth.), every one of which owes the 
very title of warp:a by which it is de- 
fined to the great Ilarhp of all the 
warptal both of angels and men: this 
title odx dd’ judy dyi\Oe dew, AXAN 
dywhev FrOew els huds’ Severian ap. 
Cramer, Caten. in loc. ; see Schoettg. 
Hor. Hebr. Vol. 1. p. 1238, and Suicer, 
Thesaur. s.v. Vol. 11. p. 637. 

dvopdfera: is thus taken in its simple 
etymological sense, ‘ts named, bears 
the name of,’ scil. of rarpid, ‘ dicitur,’ 
Copt., al., ‘namnajada,’ Goth.; see 
Meyer in loc. All special interpo- 
lations, ¢.g. ‘nominantur jilis Dei’ 
(Beng., comp. Beza), or arbitrary in- 
terpretations of dvouds., e.g. ‘ existit, 
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originem accipit’ (Estius, al.; comp. 
Riick.),— meanings which even xadel- 
oOa: (Eadie) never directly bears,— 
are wholly inadmissible. 

16. tva 8 sptv] ‘that he would 
grant you ;” subject of the prayer being 
blended with the purpose of making 
it; see notes on ch. i. 17. On the 
reading see critical notes. 

KaTa Td TAoU Tos K.T.A.] ‘according to 
the riches of His glory,’ according to 
the abundance and plenitude of His 
own perfections; see notes on ch. i. 7. 
Suvdpe) ‘with power,’ ‘with (infused) 
strength ;’ ‘ut virtute seu fortitudine 
ab eo accept& corroboremini:’ Estius. 
This dative has been differently ex- 
plained; it cannot be (a) the dat. of 
‘reference to,’ or more correctly speak- 
ing, of ‘ethical locality’ (see notes on 
Gal. i. 32, and exx. in Kriiger, Sprachl. 
§ 48. 15, €9. xphuace Suvarol elvat, 
éc.), for it was not one particular fa- 
culty, power, as opp. to knowledge, &c. 
but the whole ‘inner man,’ which was 
to be strengthened. Harl. cites Acts 
iv. 33, but the example is inapplicable. 
Nor again (6) does it appear to be 
used adverbially (dat. of manner, Jelf, 
Gr. § 603. 2), for this interpr., though 
more plausible (see Rtick.), is open to 
the objection of directing the thought 
to the strengthener rather than to the 
subject in whom strength is to be in- 
fused; see Meyer tn loc. It is thus 
more correctly regarded as (c) the 
simple instrumental dat. (Arm.) defin- 
ing the element or influence of which 
the Spirit is the ‘causa medians,’ 
comp. év duvauet, Col. i. If. 

alg Tov low AvOpwrov] ‘into the inner 
man,’ direction and destination of the 
prayed for gift of infused strength; 
the clause being obviously connected 
with xparaww@. (Vuly., Goth., —appy.) 


not with xaroxffoac (Syr., Copt., 
AXth., and Gr. Ff.); and els not being 
for év (Beza), nor even in its more lax 
sense ‘in regard of’ (Mey.; comp. 
Winer, Gr. § 49. a, p. 354), but in its 
more literal and expressive sense of 
‘to and into:’ the ‘inner man’ is the 
recipient of it (4 xwpdv, Schol. ap. 
Cram. Caten.), the subject into whom 
the dvvaucs is infused; comp. notes on 
Gal. iii. 27. The expression 6 fw 
dvp. (Rom. vii. 22) is nearly identical 
with, but somewhat more inclusive 
than 6 xpurrds rijs xapdlas dvOpwros 
(1 Pet. iii. 4), and stands in antithesis 
to 6 &w dyOpwmos (2 Cor. iv. 16); the 
former being practically equivalent to 
the vofs or higher nature of man 
(Rom. vii. 23), the latter to the cap 
or the “éAn: see Beck, Seelen/. 111. 
at. 3, p. 68. It is within this éow 
dyOpwros that the powers of regenera- 
tion are exercised (Harless, Christl. 
Ethik, § 22. a), and it is from their 
operation in this province that the 
whole man (‘secundum interna spec- 
tatus,’ Beng.) becomes a »éos ¢vOpw- 
wos (a8 opp. to a former state), or a 
xawds dvOpwros (as opp. to a former 
corrupt state, ch. iv. 24), and is either 
6 xara Ocdv xrioOels (ch. iv. 24), or 
6 dvaxacvovpevos els éxl-yrwow Kar’ 
elxéva, To0 xrloayros a’réy (Col. iii. 
Io), according to the point of view 
under which regeneration is regarded ; 
see Harless, Ethik, § 24. 0. The dis- 
tinction between this and the partially 
synonymous terms mvefua and vols 
may perhaps be thus roughly stated: 
axvefua is simply the highest of the 
three parts. of which man is com- 
posed (see notes on 1 Thess. v. 23); 
vais the wvefua regarded more in its 
moral and tntellectual aspects, ‘qua- 
tenus intelligit, cogitat, et vult’ (see 
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notes on Phil. iv. 7); 6 ow dvOp. the 
aveijua, or rather the whole imma- 
terial portion, considered in its theo- 
logical aspects, and as the seat of the 
inworking powers of grace: comp. 
Olsh. on Rom. vii. 22, Opusc. Theol. 
Pe 143 8q., Beck, Seelenl. 11. 13, p. 35, 
and on the threefold nature of man 
generally, Destiny of the Creature, 
Serm. v. p. 103 sq. (ed. 3). The at- 
tempt to connect St Paul’s inspired 
definitions with the terminology of 
earlier (4 évrds dvOp., Plato, Republ. 
IX. p. 589 A) or of later Platonism (6 
EvSov dvOp., Plot. Ennead. 1. 1. 10), a8 
in Fritz. Rom. Vol. 11. p. 63, will be 
found on examination to be untenable. 
The dissimilarities are marked, the 
supposed parallelisms illusory. 

17. Karoujoa. tov Xp.] ‘that 
Christ may dwell...in your hearts,” is- 
sue and result (Sore xarotxfoat, Orig.), 
not purpose (Eadie), of the inward 
strengthening; the present clause not 
being parallel to duvduer xparawdé. 
(Mey.), and dependent on é@, but, as 
the emphatic position of xarotxjjcac 
seems clearly to show, appended to 
KparawwOjvac with a partially climac- 
tic force, but a somewhat lax gram- 
matical connexion: see Winer, Gr. 
8 44. 1, p. 284, comp. Madvig, Synt. 
8153. The meaning is thus perfectly 
clear and simple; the indwelling of 
Christ, the taking up of His abode 
(karoujoa, Matth. xii. 45, Luke xi. 
26, Col. i. 19 and notes, 2 Pet. iii. 13; 
the simple form is however used in 
Rom. viii. 9, 1 Cor. iii. 16) is the 
result of the working of the Holy 
Spirit on the one side, and the subjec- 
tive reception of man (6:4 7s lor.) 
on the other; ‘non procul intuendum 
esse Christum fide, sed recipiendum 
esse animz nostre complexu:’ Calv. 
tov Xptorév] The attempt of Fritz. 


(Rom. viii. 10, Vol. 11. p. 118) to show 
that Xpiords is here merely ‘ mens 
quam Christus postulat,’ by comparing 
such passages as Arist. Acharn. 484, 
karariov Evperldny, is as painful as it 
is unconvincing. What a contrast is 
the vital exegesis of Chrys., w&s 52 
6 Xp. xaroxel dv rats xapdlas; dxove 
airod Néyovros rod Xpicrol, 'EXevad- 
peOa ey kal 6 warhp kal porhy wap’ 
adr® rovjoouer. dv rats xapSlacs] 
‘in your hearts,;’ ‘partem etiam de- 
signat ubi legitima est Christi sedes, 
nempe cor; ut sciamus non satis esse 
si in lingu& versetur, aut in cerebro 
volitet:’ Calv. On the meaning of 
xapdla (properly the imaginary seat of 
the yvx7, and thence the seat and 
centre of the moral life viewed on the 
side of the affections), see Delitzsch, 
Bibl. Psychol. 1v. 11, p. 203 sq., and 
notes on Phil. iv. 7. 

18. ev dydwy x.t.r.] ‘ye having 
been rooted and grounded in love,” 
state consequent on the indwelling of 
Christ, viz. one of fixedness and foun- 
dation in love, the participle reverting 
irregularly to the nominative for the 
sake of making the transition to the 
following clause more easy and natu- 
ral: dSoxe? pot capas ra etfs év wodo- 
xlp elpjoda, ds mpds riy opdow 
apos yap 7d Spy buty dxdr\ovdoy Fy 
elrety éppigwuévors Kal reOenediw- 
Bévots...6 5é O&\wv droxaracrfoas 
7a kara tov térov xwpls codorxlas, 
oxévar ef uy) Bidoerat otrw ry dpdow 
droxaracrds’ Orig. Cat. The as- 
sumed transposition of wa (wa é5. 
kal re0. éfiox., Auth., Winer, Mey. ; 
—pbut adopted by none of the ancient 
Vv. except Goth.), which Origen thus 
properly rejects, cannot be justified by 
any necessity for emphasis, or by the 
passages adduced by Fritz. (Rom. xi. 
31, Vol. 1. p. 541), viz. Acts xix. 4, 
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John xiii. 29, 1 Cor. ix. 15, 2 Cor. ii. 
4, Gal. ii. 10, 2 Thess. ii. 7; as in all 
of them (except Thess. 2. c. which is 
not analogous) the premised words are 
not as here connected with the sub- 
ject, but form the objective factor of 
the sentence. The only argument of 
any real weight against the proposed 
interpr. is not so much syntactic (for 
see the numerous exx. of similar irre- 
gularities in Winer, Gr. § 63. 2, p. 
sos, Kriiger, Sprachl. § 56. 9. 4) as 
exegetical, it being urged that the perf. 
part. which points to a completed state 
is inconsistent with a prayer which 
seems to refer to a state of progress, 
and to require the present part. (see 
Mey.). The answer however seems 
satisfactory,—that the clause does ex- 
press the state which must ensue upon 
the indwelling of Christ, before what 
is expressed in the next clause (iva 
éiiox.) can in any way be realized, 
and that therefore the perf. part. is 
correctly used. The Apostle prays 
that they may be strengthened, that 
the result of it may be the indwelling 
of Christ, the state naturally conse- 
quent on which would be fixedness in 
the principle of Christian love. We 
now notice the separate words. 

&v dydiwry] ‘in love,—not either of 
Christ (comp. Chrys. dydwn avrod), 
or of God (Wolf), either of which re- 
ferences would certainly have required 
some defining gen., but the Christian 
principle of love,—love 8 éorw cuvée- 
opos Ths TeXecéryros, Col. iii.14. This 
was to be their basis and foundation, 
in which alone they were to be fully 
enabled to realize all the majestic pro- 
portions of Christ’s surpassing love 
to man; comp. 1 John iv. 7 sq. 

The absence of the article is unduly 
pressed both by Meyer (= ‘in amando’) 


and Harl. (‘sudyective love,’ ‘man’s 
love to Christ’), such omissions in the 
case of abstract nouns, esp. when pre- 
ceded by prepp., being not uncommon 
in the N.T.; see exx. Winer, Gr. § 19. 
1, p- 109, and comp. Middleton, Greek 
Art. VI. 1, p. 98 (ed. Rose). 

dppf. wal reQep.] It has been said 
that there is here a mixture of meta- 
phors; comp. Olsh., Mey., al. This 
is not strictly true: prfdw is abundant- 
ly used both with an ethical (Herod. 
I. 64, Plutarch, Mor. 6 £) and a phy- 
sical (Hom. Od. x11. 163) reference, 
without any other allusion to its pri- 
mitive meaning than that of jixedness, 
Jirmness at the base or foundation ; see 
exx. in Rost u. Palm, Zez. s. v. Vol. 
II. p. 1337, and Wetst. tn loc. 

ta etoxtvonre] ‘in order that ye may 
be fully able; object contemplated in 
the prayer for Christ’s indwelling in 
their hearts, and their consequent fix- 
edness in love: ét:oxvanre prob, 
Wore laxvos odds det’ Chrys. : comp. 
Ecclus. vii. 6, uh ovx ebioxvoers ebapac 
ddexlas. kataa- 
Béo®ar] ‘to comprehend; the tense 
perhaps implying the singleness of the 
act (see exx. Winer, (rr. § 44. 7, p. 
296, but see notes on ver. 4), and the 
voice the exercise of the mehtal power: 
see esp. Donalds. Gr. § 432. 0b, where 
this is termed the appropriative middle, 
and Kriiger, Sprackl. § 52. 8. 1 8q., 
where it is termed the dynamic middle, 
as indicating the earnestness or spirit-, 
ual energy with which the action is 
performed. The meaning of the verb 
(xaravoetcOat, Hesych.) can scarcely 
be doubtful: the meaning ‘ occupare’ 
(comp. Goth., ‘gafahan ;’ Copt., taho), 
adopted by Kypke (Obs. Vol. 11.p. 294), 
but supported only by one proper 
example, is here plainly untenable, 
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as the middle voice only occurs in 
the N.T. in reference to the mental 
powers ; see Acts iv. 13, x. 34, XXV. 
25. vl rd wiNdtrog «.T.A.} 
what 78 the breadth and length and 
depth and height ;’ certainly not ‘lati- 
tudinem quandam, dc.,’ Kypke (Obs. 
Vol. II. p. 294), such a use of ri im- 
plying a transposition, and assigning 
a meaning here singularly improbable. 
The exact force and application of 
these words is somewhat doubtful. 
Without noticing the various spiritual 
applications (see Corn. a Lap., and 
Pol. Syn. m loc.) all of which seem 
more or less arbitrary, it may be said 
(t) that St Paul is here expressing 
the idea of greatness, metaphysically 
considered, by the ordinary dimensions 
of space; da yap Tod ujK. Kal wr. Kak 
BAO. cal Ip. rd wéyeOos wrapedjrwoe, 
éwecd)) rabra peyéfous Snwrixd’ Theod. 
It is however more difficult (z) to 
specify what it is of which the great- 
ness and dimensions are predicated. 
Setting again aside all arbitrary refer- 
ences (7 Tod craupod vos, Orig., Se- 
ver.; ‘contemplatio Ecclesiw,’ Beng., 
Eadie), we seem left to a choice be- 
tween a reference to (a) 7) dydirn rod 
coi ris wavraxot éxrérarae, Chrys., 
THs xaptros Td uéyeOos, Theod.-Mops., 
or (b) 4) dydarn rod Xp., Calv., Meyer. 
If the preceding éydary had referred 
to the love of God, (a) would have 
seemed most probable: as it does net, 
and as its general meaning there would 
be inapplicable here, (6) seems the most 
natural explanation. Thus then the 
consequent clause, without being de- 
pendent or explanatory, still practi- 
cally supplies the defining gen.: St 
Paul pauses on the word dyes, and 
then, perhaps feeling it the most 
appropriate characteristic of Christ’s 
love, he appends, without finishing 


the construction, a parallel thought 
which hints at the same conception 
(dwrepBddXovcay), and suggests the re- 
quired genitive. The order Bd8os 
x. Upos has the support of AK LB ; 
most mes.; Syr.-Phil.; Orig., Chrys., 
Theod., al. (Ree., Tisch ,—who both in 
ed. 2 and 7 has by some oversight 
reversed the authorities) ; and is appy. 
rightly maintamed, even in opp. to 
BCDEFG; mss.; Vulg., Clarom., 
Syr., Goth. Copt.; Ath. Maced. 
(Lachm.), whieh adopt the more natu- 
ral, and for this very reason the more 
suspicious order. 

19. yvevat re] ‘and to know,” 
supplemental clause to xaradaBéoOae 
«.7.., the former referring to the 
comprehensive knowledge of essentials 
(Olsh.), the latter further specifying 
the practical kmowledge arising from 
religious experience. It may be re- 
marked, that though the union of sen- 
tences by re is. characteristic of later 
Greek (Bernhardy, Synt. xx. 17, p. 
483), it is comparatively rare in the 
Gospels. In the Epistles, but most 
especially in the Acts, it is of more 
common occurrence. Te is to be dis- 
tinguished from xal as being adjunc- 
tove rather than conjunctive: like ‘ que,” 
it appends to the foregoing clause 
(which is to be conceived as having a 
separate and independent existence, 
Jelf, Gr. § 754. 6) an additional, and 
very frequently a new thought ;—a 
thought which, though not necessary 
to (Herm. Viger, No. 315), is yet 
often supplemental to, and a further 
development of the subject of the first 
clause; comp. Acts ii. 33, Heb. i. 3, 
and see Wmer, Gr. § 57. 3, Pp. 517 
(ed. 5). THY swepBddA. ris 
Yeoens dy.] ‘the knowledge-surpase- 
ing love; the gen. yvwoews being due 
to the notion of comparison involved 
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in brepBddA\ew: comp. Atsch. Prom. 
923, Bpovrfis twepBdddXovra Kxrvror' 
Arist. Pol. 111. 9; and see Jelf, Gr. 
§ 504, Bernhardy, Synt. 111. 48. b, p. 
169. The words can scarcely be twist- 
ed into meaning ‘the exceeding love 
of God in bestowing on us the know- 
ledge of Christ” (Dobree, Adrers. Vol. 
1. p. 573), nor can the participle drep8. 
be explained in an injfinttival sense, 
‘to know that the love of Christ is 
dvettxvlacroyv’ (comp. Harl.),—a trans- 
lation untenable in point of grammar 
(Winer, Gr. § 45.4, note, p. 309), and 
unsatisfactory in exegesis,—but, as its 
position shows, must be regarded as 
simply adjectival. The sentence then 
contains an oxymoron or apparent pa- 
radox (comp. 1 Cor. i. 31, 25, 2 Cor. 
viii. 3, Gal. ii. 19, 1 Tim. v. 6), thus 
simply and satisfactorily explained by 
Chrys. (ed. Savile) and Gicum., ée xal 
Urepxetrac mdons yruicews dvOpwrlyns 
[this is too restricted] 4 dydwrn rod Xp., 
Suws vets ywuwoerOe el riv Xp. cxolnre 
évoxotvra’ comp. Theoph. Tvwvas 
is thus contrasted with yvwors; the 
former being that knowledge which 
arises from the depths of religious ex- 
perience (7d yrira: dvri rol drokaicas 
Aéyer, Theod.-Mops.), the knowledge 
that is ever allied with love, Phil. i. 
9; the latter abstract knowledge, not 
merely dv@pwxrlyn (Chrys.), and most 
certainly not Yevdd»uyos (Holzh.), but 
knowledge without reference to reli- 
gious consciousness or Christian love; 
comp. 1 Cor. viii. 1 sq., xiii. 8. 

anv tod Xp.] ‘love of Christ to- 
ward' us,’ gen. subjecti ; not ‘love to- 
ward Christ,’ gen. objectt, as appy. in 
1 John ii. 5, 15. tva wAmpabiitre 
K.T.A.] ‘that ye may be filled to all the 
fulness of God,’ object and purpose of 
dtvaxvew xaradaBdabar, scil. Sore rX7- 


potcba rdons dperis Fs wAhpyns éorly 
6 Geds’ Chrys. (ed. Sav.). There is 
some little difficulty in these words, 
arising from the ambiguity of the 
meaning of wAjpwua. If we adhere 
(a) to the more strict meaning, ‘id 
quo res impletur’ (see Fritz. Rum. 
Vol. 11. p. 469 8q., notes on Gal. iv. 4), 
the words must imply ‘that ye may 
be so filled as God is filled’ (Olsh.), 
Tod Geod being the possessive gen., and 
7d w\np. referring, not to the essence, 
still less to the dé6¢a (Harl.), but to the 
spiritual perfections of God. Owing 
to the somewhat obvious objection, 
that such a fulness could never be 
completely realized in this present 
state of human imperfection (1 Cor. 
xiii. g 8q.), De W. and Meyer adopt 
(b) the secondary meaning of rAjpwpa, 
scil. rAodros, wAH0os (see Fritz. Rom. 
Vol. 11. p. 471), the translation being 
either, ‘ut pleni fiatis usque eo ut 
omnes Dei opes animis vestris recipia- 
tis’ (Fritz. 1b.), or ‘ut omnibus Dei 
donis abundetis’ (Est.), according as 
Ocod is regarded more as a possessive 
gen., or as a gen. of the originating 
cause (notes on 1 Thess. i. 6). Both 
these latter interpretations are how- 
ever so frigid, and go little in harmony 
with the climactic character of the 
passage (Suvduer xparawOfvac da rod 
Ilv....xarotxfioa tov Xp....tva wrAnpwd. 
els way rd wAihp. Tod Geod), and with 
the apparently well considered use of 
els (not év instrumental, or an ablatival 
dat.), that we do not hesitate to adopt 
(a), and urge, with Olsh., that where 
Christ the living Son of God dwells, 
there surely ray 7d whip. rod Geod is 
already; comp. Col. ii. 9. 

alg wav Td wArip.] ‘to all the fulness,’ 
‘in omnem plenitudinem,’ Vulg., Cla- 
rom.; efs not implying ‘accordance 
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a1. d& TH éxxAnolg kal dv Xpror@ *"Incol] So ABCN; 73. 80. 213; Vulg., 
Copt., Arm.; Dam. (Zachm.), and perhaps rightly. In ed. 1 and 2 the more 
familiar reading év rj éxxAnolg & Xp. "Inc. was retained, though only with D*® 
[E, Xp. I. & rj éxxA\.JKL; great majority of mss.; Syr. (both), Goth., al. ; 
Chrys., Theod., Dam. (text), Theoph., (icum.; Vig. (Rec., Tisch.); it being 
easy to account satisfactorily for the variations (see note in ed. 1 and 2). 
Though the text is thus not wholly free from suspicion, this is still one of those 
cases in which the testimony of ® seems a sufficient addition to lead us cau- 


tiously to withdraw a former opinion. 


to’ (Eadie), but with its usual and 
proper force, denoting the end (here 
quantitatively considered) or limit of 
the rAjpwors: see Rost u. Palm, Lez. 
s.v. els, 111., Vol. I. p. 803, and comp. 
Bernhardy, Synt. v. 11. b, p. 218. 

20. Te 8 Svvapévy] ‘ Now to Him 
that is able ;’ concluding doxology, not 
without some antithesis (5¢) between 
Him who is the subject of the present 
verse, and the finite beings who are 
the subjects of the preceding verses. 
tmp rdvta Toijoa] ‘to do (effect, 
complete) beyond all things; ‘peri- 
phrasis Dei Patris emphatica:’ Vorst. 
That twrép cannot here be taken adver- 
bially seems almost self-evident; the 
order would then be needlessly arti- 
ficial and the sentence tautological : 
comp. Winer, Gr. § 50. 7, note 2, p. 
376. trepextrepiocod dv 
«.t.A.] ‘superabundantly beyond what 
we ask or think,’ second member ex- 
planatory of the preceding, dy not re- 
ferring to mdyra, but forming with 
alrovu. and voodu. a fresh and more 
specific subject: Spa dé dv0 vrepBodds" 
70 Umép wdyTa, worjoa TA elpnuéva, Kal 
brepexrepiccov rorjoas & woet* ve yap 
kal wielova rocobyra Tév alrnbévrwv 
kepdraca ph wrovolws pyre Sayiras 
Exacroy wocjoass CEcum. The cumu- 
lative compound bmepex. occurs 1 Thess. 


iii, 10 (comp. notes), v. 13 (Rec.), and . 
belongs to a class of compounds (those 
with twrép) for which the Apostle seems 
to have had a somewhat marked pre- 
dilection; comp. brepyxdw, Rom. viii. 
37; Urepreptocevw, Rom. v. 20, 2 Cor. 
vil. 4; UrepAlay, ib. xi. §; trepuydy, 
Phil. ii. 9; trepavidyw, 2 Thess. i. 3; 
vrepreovdgw, 1 Tim. i. 14: see Fritz. 
Rom. v. 20, Vol. I. p. 351. It is 
noticeable that Umwép occurs nearly 
thrice as many times in St Paul’s Epp. 
and the Ep. to the Heb. as in the rest 
of the N. T.; and that of the 28 words 
compounded with vmédp, 22 are found 
in these Epp., and 20 of these there 
alone. The gen. Sv is governed 
by vmepexr. as yuooews by vrepBdd- 
Aovgay, ver. 19; comp. Bernh. Synt. 
III. 34, p. 139 sq. atrobpcda 
4 vootpev] ‘we ask or think,’ not only 
the requests we actually prefer, but 
all that it might enter into the mind 
to conceive; ‘ cogitatio latius patet 
quam preces,’ Beng. : comp. Phil. iv. 7. 
tiv evepy. dv apty] ‘which worketh in 
us, 8c. in our souls,’ ‘que operatur in 
nobis,’ Vulg., Clarom.; évepy. being 
here not passive (Hamm.; Bull, Exam. 
II. 3) but middle (Syr., Goth., th., 
Arm.), as in Gal. v. 6, where see 
notes. On the constructions of évepyéw, 
see notes on Gal. ii. 8; and on the 
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distinction between the uses of act. 
(mainly in personal ref.) and middle 
(mainly in non-personal ref.), Winer, 
Gr. § 38. 6, p. 231. The ddvauis which 
so energizes is the power of the Holy 
Ghost; comp, ver. 16, Rom. viii. 26. 
a1. atre] ‘to Him,’ rhetorical re- 
petition of the pronoun ;—not however 
in accordance with ‘Hebrew usage’ 
(Eadie), but in agreement with the 
simple principles of emphasis; see 
Bernhardy, Synt. VI. 11. c, p. 290. 
4 Sé€a) ‘the glory that is due to Him, 
and redounds to Him from such gra- 
cious dealings towards us;’ see notes 
on Gal, i. 5. dy tH exKA. Kal 
dv Xp. *Ino.] ‘in the Church and in 
Christ Jesus,’ the first member denot- 
ing the outward province, the second 
the inward and spiritual sphere in 
which God was to be praised. With 
the reading now adopted this seems 
the clear distinction; but it may be 
added that even if the «al be omitted 
(see crit. note) the explanation will 
most probably be the same: év Xp.’Ine. 
will be neither for 5a Xp. (Theoph.), 
nor for ody Xp. (Gcum.), but will re- 
tain its proper meaning, specifying, 
not exactly the manner (De W.), but 
the true element in which alone praise 
was duly to be ascribed to God; ‘if 
any glory come from us to God it is 
by [in] Christ,’ Sanderson (cited by 
Wordsw. in loc.). The ordinary expla- 
nation of the more familiar reading, 
‘the Church (which is) in Christ Jesus,’ 
is objectionable, not so much on ac- 
count of the absence of the article (for 
comp. 1 Thess. i. 1, 2 Thess. i. 1), as 
on account of the then appy. super- 
fluous character of the words (the 
éxxA. here mentioned could only be 
the Christian Church), which in our 
present interpr. echo the preceding 


Tol Xpioroo (ver. 19) with special and 
appropriate force: contrast Alf. in loc., 
who still partially connects the two 
members; but comp. Syr., which by 
its omission of the relative here, and 
its insertion in Thess. J. cc., seems 
not obscurely to favour the opinion 
here expressed. lg wdcas 
Tas yeveds K.T.A.] ‘to all the generations 
of the age of the ages,’ comp. Dan. 
vii. 18, &ws rob aldvos rdv aldvwr' 
3 Esdr. iv. 38, els rdv aldva rot aldvos, 
and see notes on Gal. i. 5. The cumu- 
lative expression is somewhat peculiar. 
It is not improbable, as Grotius sug- 
gests, that the two formule expressive 
of endless continuity, yeveal yevedp, 
Luke i. 50 (Rec.), Isaiah xxxiv. 17, 
and alwves ray aldévwy, are here blended 
together. The use of yevea’ suggests 
the use of the singular aldév, as the 
conception of the successive genera- 
tions composing the entirety of the 
aid is thus more clearly presented ; 
while again the subjoined plural shows 
ald also to be composed of a series of 
alwves (gen. of the content) of which it 
is the sum and aggregation. Harless 
finds a difference between the two ex- 
pressions alwyes rwy alwywy and aldy 
Tay aldvwy, the former being rather 
extensive, and conveying the idea of 
wdyres aldves, the latter being rather 
intensive, ‘sseculum seeculorum, quod 
omnia seecula in se continet’ (Drus.), 
and more strictly in accordance with 
the Hebrew superlative. This is in- 
genious, but apparently of doubtful 
application, as in actual practice the 
difference between the two expressions 
is hardly appreciable. Baur (Paulus, 
Pp- 433) findg in this expression distinct 
traces of Gnosticism: it is unnecessary 
to refute such utterly foregone con- 
clusions. 
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unity; there is but one body, one Spirit, one Lord, and one God. 


CHaPrer IV. 1. Tlapaxade «17.2. ] 
‘I exhort you then; commencement 
of the practical portion of the Epistle 
(comp. Rom. xii. 1), following natu- 
rally, and with an appropriate retro- 
spective reference (ov) to what has 
preceded ; oUrws avrois érideltas ris 
Oelas evepyeoias Tov wdotrov, éwl ra 
elSn wporpére Ths dperjs* Theod. The 
meaning ef wapaxahd will thus be 
both here and in Rom. l.c. more natu- 
rally ‘hortor’ (wapax. 7d mwporpérw, 
ws éxi rd wot’ Thom. M. p. 684, ed. 
Bern.) than ‘obsecro’ (Vulg., Clarom., 
Arm., and most Vv.),—a meaning 
which it sometimes bears, but which 
would seem inapplicable in the present 
context; see Fritz. Rom. Vol. m1. p. 
4, and for a general notice of the 
word, Knapp, Script. Var. Arg. p. 127 
sq.; comp. also notes on 1 Thess. v. 11. 
The exact reference of odv is more 
doubtful: Meyer refers it to the verse 
immediately preceding, Winzer and 
Alford (Rom. l.¢.) to the whole doc- 
trinal portion of the Ep.; the former 
view however seems too narrow, the 
latter too vague. The more natural 
ref. is appy. to those passages in the 
preceding chapter which relate to the 
spiritual privileges and calling of the 
Ephesians, e.g. ver. 6, 12, but espe- 
cially to 14 8q., in which the tenor of 
the prayer incidentally discloses how 
high and how great that calling really 
was. Ou the true force of this particle, 
see Klotz, Devar.. Vol. II. p. 117, 
Donalds. Gr. § 548. 31, and comp. 
notes on Phil. ii, 1. 

6 Séopios ev Kupl] ‘the prisoner in 
the Lord,’ t.e. ‘ego vinctus in Christi 
castris,’ as paraphrased by Fritz. ; not 
wapax. év Kup., a construction at va- 
riance both with the grammatical 


order of the words, and the apparent 
force of the exhortation: see Winer, 
Gr. § 20. 2, p. 123. St Paul exhorts 
not merely as the prisoner, but as the 
prisoner in the Lord; ‘a vinculis ma- 
jorem sibi auctoritatem vindicat,’ Calv., 
comp. Gal. vi. 17. Thus & Kup. is 
not for &d& Kup. (Chrys., Theod.), or 
odv Kup. ((Eeum.), but denotes the 
sphere in which captivity existed, and 
out of which it did not exist; ‘in Do- 
mini enim vinculis constrictus est, qui 
é&y Kuply dy vinctus est,’ Fritz. Rom. 
viii. 1, Vol. 11. p. 84; comp. notes on 
Gal. i. 24. The distinction between. 
this and 6 8éou. rod Xp. (ch. iii. 1) 
seems to be that in the latter the cap- 
tivity is referred immediately to Christ 
as its author and originator, in the 
former to the union with Him and 
devotion to His service. It must be 
conceded that occasionally é& Kuply 
appears little more than a kind of 
qualitative definition (comp. Rom. xvi. 
8, 13, 1 Cor. iv. 17, Phil. i. 14, al.); 
still the student cannot be too much 
put on his guard against the frigid and 
even unspiritual interpretations into 
which Fritz. has been betrayed in his 
elaborate note (Rom. viii. 1, Vol. It. 
p. 82 sq.) on this and the similar ex- 
pression & Xpor@. On the nature of 
this uvion with Christ, comp. Hooker, 
Serm. 11. Vol. 11. p. 762. 

as ExdyOnre] ‘ wherewith ye were call- 
ed,’ ‘qu vocati estis,’ Vulg., Clarom., 
Goth.; 7s here appy. standing for # 
(comp. dat. 2 Tim. i.g, but not 1 Cor. 
vii. 20 [De W.], as there é& precedes), 
and so violating slightly the usual law 
of attraction, unless, following the 
analogy of such phrases as x\jow Kae 
ety, wapdad\now wapax., we suppose 
the relative to stand as usual for the 
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accus, Hv: comp. Winer, Gr. § 24. 1, 
p. 148 De W. indeed denies the 
existence of such a phrase as K\jow 
carey, but see Arrian, Epict. p. 112 
(Raphel), xaracoxivew Thy K\fjow hy 
KEéKAnKED. 

2, pera wdoyns rar.) ‘with all 
lowliness;’ dispositions with which 
their moral walk was to be associated, 
comp. Col. iii. 12; wera (‘cum,’ Vulg., 
Goth.,—not ‘in,’ Copt.) being used 
with ref. to the mental powers and 
dispositions with which an action is 
as it were accompanied; comp. Luke 
i. 39, 2 Cor. vii. 15, and see Winer, 
Gr. § 47. h, p. 337. Zoey denotes 
rather coherence (Kriiger, Sprachl. 
§ 68. 13. 1), not uncommonly with 
some collateral idea of assistance ; 
comp. 1 Cor. v. 4. On the use 
of rdons, comp. notes on ch. i. 8; and 
on the meaning of the late word 7a- 
wewodpootvn, ‘the esteeming of our- 
selves small because we are 80,’ ‘the 
thinking truly, and because truly 
therefore lowlily, of ourselves,’ see 
Trench, Synon. § 42, and Suicer, Zhe- 
saur. 8. v., where several definitions of 
Chrysostom are cited. Most of these 
openly or tacitly ascribe to the raret- 
vodpwy a consciousness of greatness 
(raw. éorly bray weydra Tis €auT@ 
cuvedws pndev péya wepl avrol dar 
rdtyra); this however, as Trench ob- 
serves, is alien to the true sense and 
spirit of the word. wpatrnros} 
‘ meekness,’ in respect of God, and in 
the face of men; see Trench, Synon. 
§ 42, Tholuck, Bergpr. (Matth. v. 5), 
p- 82 sq., and notes on Gal. v. 23. 
The less definite meaning of ‘gentle- 
ness’ is appy. maintained by some of 
the Vv. (Vulg. ‘mansuetudine,’ Goth. 
‘qairrein’ [comp. Lat, cicur], Arm., 
al.), and also by the Greek commenta- 


tors (foo rarewds dpolws 8é kal xpaos, 
tore yap ramwewdy pev elvar, dfdv 5é cal 
épyfhov' Chrys.; comp. Theoph. on 
Gal. v. 3); the deeper and more bibli- 
cal sense however is distinctly to be 
preferred. A good general definition 
will be found in Stobeus, Flori. 1. 1 
(18). The reading rpairyros, 
though only supported by BCN; mas., 
is appy. to be preferred to mpaéryros 
(Rec., Lachm., with ADEFGL; ma- 
jority of mas.), as the best attested 
form in the dialect of the New Teast. ; 
Tisch. Prolegom. p. L. pera 
paxpoOuplas] ‘with long-suffering ;° 
separate clause more fully elucidated 
by the following words, dvexduevoe 
x.T.’. Two other constructions have 
been proposed; (a) the connexion of 
werd paxp. with dvex. (Est., Harl.) so 
as to form a single clause; (b) the 
union of all the clauses in one single 
sentence. The objections to (a) are, 
(1) that dvey. is the natural expansion 
of werd paxpo8.—(z) that undue em- 
phasis must thus, owing to the po- 
sition, be ascribed to werd pwaxpod.— 
(3) that the parallelism of the partici- 
pial clauses would be needlessly vio- 
lated: to (b) that the passage of the 
general (dilws wept.) into the special 
(dvexdu.. GA.) becomes sudden and 
abrupt, instead of being made easy and 
gradational by means of the interposed 
prepositional clauses; comp. Mey. in 
loc. The fine word paxpodupla 
(‘long-suffering,’ ‘forbearance ;’ ‘us- 
beisnai’ Goth.), implies the reverse of 
ofvOupla, and is well defined by Fritz. 
(Rom. ii. 4, Vol. I. p. 98) as ‘clemen- 
tia, qu& ire temperans delictum non 
statim vindices, sed ei qui peccaverit 
poenitendi locum relinquas.’ The gloss 
of Chrys. on 1 Cor. xiii. 4, paxpd0unos 
dca Toro Aéyeras, éwecdh paxpdy Twa 
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kal weydAnv Exes Yux iy (Clarom., ‘mag- 
nanimitate’), is too inclusive and ge- 
neral, that of Beza, ‘ire cohibitione,’ 
too limited and special. On the senti- 
ment generally, comp. James i. 19. 
dvexdpevor «.7..] ‘forbearing one an- 
other in love,’ manifestation and exhi- 
bition of the paxpofupla: comp. Col. 
iii. 13. The relapse of the participle 
from its proper case into the nom. is 
here so perfectly intelligible and natu- 
ral, that any supplement of éo7é or 
ylveoGe (Heins., al.) must be regarded 
as wholly unnecessary; see notes on 
ch. iii. 18, and Elsner, Obs. Vol. II. 
p- 211 sq. év dydry is referred 
by Lachm. and Olsh. to ovoviddfovres. 
Such a punctuation, though supported 
by Origen (Caten.), seems wholly in- 
admissible, as it disturbs the symme- 
try of the two participial clauses, and 
throws a false emphasis on év dydzry. 
3. owovdal. typetv] ‘using dili- 
gence to keep,’ participial member pa- 
rallel to the foregoing, specifying the 
inward feelings (Mey.) by which the 
dvéxer@ax is to be characterized, and 
the inward efforts by which it is to be 
promoted ; obx dwdévws loxvcopner elpy- 
vevew’ Theoph. For two good discus- 
sions of this verse, though from some- 
what different points of view, see 
Laud, Serm. vi. Vol. I. p. 155 8q. 
{A.-C. Libr.), and Baxter, Works, 
Vol. xvI. p. 379 (ed. Orme). 
ayy evérnta tod IIv.] ‘the unity of 
the Spirit, scil. ‘wrought by the 
Spirit’ (rip évér. fv 7d TIvetua eSwxev 
uty’ Theoph. ; comp. Chrys., Gicum.), 
rod Ilv. being the gen. of the origt- 
nating cause (Scheuerl. Synt. § 17. 1, 
p- 125), not the possessive gen. (as 
appy. Orig. Caten.), or both united 
(as Stier, see Vol. 11. p. 18), neither 
of which seem here so pertinent: see 
notes on 1 Thess. i. 6, and on Col. i. 


23. That the ref. is to the personal 
Holy Spirit seems so clear, that we 
may wonder how such able commen- 
tators as Calvin and Estius could re- 
gard rod IIv. as the human spirit, 
and acquiesce in an interpr. so frigid 
as ‘animorum concordia,’ ‘animo- 
rum inter vos conjunctio.’ De Wette, 
—whose own interpr., ‘die Einheit 
des kirchlichen Gemeingeistes’ (comp. 
Theod.-Mops., IIveipu., 7d dvaryervijcay 
o®pa), is very far from satisfactory, — 
urges évérns wiorews, ver. 13 (comp. 
Origen), but the two passages are by 
no means so closely analogous as to 
suggest any modification of the simple 
personal meaning here assigned to 
Ilveiua; see Laud, Serm. vi. Vol. I. p. 
162 (A.-C. Libr.). év tT) 
ocvvdiopm tis elptivns] ‘in the bond 
of peace;’ element or principle in 
which the unity is maintained, viz. 
“peace ;’ rfjs elpjv. not being the gen. 
oljectt (‘that which binds together, 
maintains, peace,’ Riickert; ‘ vinculum 
quo pax retinetur,’ Beng. ; scil. dydwy, 
Col. iii. 14), but the gen. of identity 
or apposition ; see Scheuerl. Synt. § 
12. I, p. 82, Winer, Gr. § §9. 8, p. 
470. The former interpretation is 
plausible, and appy. as ancient as the 
time of Origen (rijs dydirns cuvdeovons 
xara TO IIvedua évoundvous’ ap. Cram. 
Caten. p. 165), but derives very 
doubtful support from Col. J. c., where 
dydrn is specified, and was perhaps 
only due to the assumption that é& 
was here instrumental (= 6d, Gicum.), 
and that ouvd. rijs elp. was a peri- 
phrasis for the agent (ddan) supposed 
to be referred to.. ’Ev however cor- 
rectly denotes the sphere, the element, 
in which the évérys is to be kept and 
manifested (see Winer, (rr. § 48. a, p. 
345), thus preserving its parallelism 
with é in ver. 2, and conveying a 
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very simple and perspicuous meaning: 
the Ephesians were to evince their for- 
bearance in love, and to preserve the 
Spirit-given unity in the true bond of 
union, the ‘irrupta copula’ of peace. 
The etymological identity of cvvdecpos 
and elp#vn must not be pressed (Rein- 
ers, ap. Wolf), as the derivation of 
elpjvn from EIPQ ‘necto’ is less pro- 
bable than from EIPQ ‘dico ;’ see Ben- 
fey, Wurzellex. Vol. 11. p. 7, Rost u. 
Palm, Lex. s. v. Vol. I. p. 799. 

4. tv oopa) ‘ There is one body,’ 
declaration asserting the unity which 
pervades the Christian dispensation, 
designed to illustrate and enhance the 
foregoing exhortation ; the simple verb 
éorl, not yiveoOe or éoré (olwep éordé, 
Camer.), being appy. the correct sup- 
plement; see Winer, Gr. § 64. 2, p. 
516. The connexion of thought be- 
tween ver. 3 and 4 is somewhat doubt- 
ful. That the verse is not directly hor- 
tatory, and connected with (Lachm.), 
dependent on (‘ut sitis,’ Syr.; Est. 2), 
or in apposition to (‘ existentes,’ Est. 
1) what precedes, seems clear from the 
parallelism with ver. 5 and 6: still 
less does it introduce a reason for the 
previous statement by an ellipse of 
ydp (Eadie), all such ellipses being 
wholly indemonstrable; ‘null& in re 
magis pejusque errari quam in ellipsi 
particularum solet;’ Herm. Viger, Ap- 
pend. 11. p. 701 (ed. Valpy). It seems 
then only to contain a simple asser- 
tion, the very unconnectedness of 
which adds weight and impressiveness, 
and seems designed to convey an echo 
of the former warning; ‘remember, 
there is one body, é&c.;’ comp. Hofm. 
Schriftb. Vol. 11. p. 108. In 
the explanation of the sentiment the 
Greek commentators somewhat vacil- 
late; we can however scarcely doubt 


that the cdua implies the whole com- 
munity of Christians, the mystical 
body of Christ (ch. ii. 16, Rom. xii. 5, 
Col. i. 24, al.), and that the IIvedua is 
the Holy Spirit which dwells in the 
Church (Eadie), and by which the 
oda is moved and vivified (1 Cor. xii. 
13): comp. Jackson, Creed, XII. 3. 4, 
Usteri, Lehrb. 11. 2. 1, p. 249, and 
Wordsw. in loc. On this text, see the 
discourse by Barrow, Works, Vol. vir. 
p- 626 sq. (ed. Oxf.). 

Ka0es] ‘even as,’ illustration and proof 
of the unity, as more especially afford- 
ed by the unity of the hope in which 
they were called. On the later form 
Kadws, see notes on Gal. iii. 6. 

Kal dcAyOnre dv pra Ow.) ‘ye were 
also called in one hope,’ ‘vocati eatis 
in un& spe,’ Vulg., Clarom., Arm. ; 
kal marking the accordance of the 
calling with the previously-stated uni- 
ty (‘unitas spiritus ex unitate spei 
noscitur,’ Cocc.), and é being neither 
equiv. to ér? (Chrys.) or els (Riick.), 
nor even instrumental, but simply spe- 
cifying the moral element in which as 
it were the x\jjots took place; comp. 
Winer, Gr. § 50. 5, p. 370. Meyer 
adopts the instrumental sense; as 
however there are not here, as in Gal. 
i. 6 (see notes), any prevailing dog- 
matical reasons for such an interpre- 
tation, and as the two remaining pas- 
sages in which xaXely is joined with é 
(« Cor. vii. 15, 1 Thess. iv. 7) admit of 
a similar explanation, it seems most 
correct to adhere to the strict, and so 
to say theological meaning of this im- 
portant preposition: we were called 
én’ édevbeplg (Gal. v. 13), and els twhy 
aldveov (1 Tim. vi. 12), but dy elpjwy 
(1 Cor. vii. 15), év dy:acu@ (1 Thess, 
iv. 7), and év édwl&; comp. Reuss, 
Théol. Chrét. Iv. 15, p. 146. 
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ais Kroes Spay] ‘of your calling,’ 
sc. arising from your calling; KxAyjoews 
being not the gen. of possession (Eadie, 
Alf.), but of the origin or originating 
cause; Kxowh éorly hudy édmls éx THs 
KAfoews yevouéyyn’ CEcum.: see notes 
on 1 Thess. i. 6. 

5. lg Kiptos}] ‘one Lord,’ sc. 
Christ ; placed prominently forward 
as the Head of His one body the 
Church, and the one divine object to- 
ward whom faith is directed and into 
whom all ‘Christians are baptized ; 
comp. Rom. vi. 8, Gal. iii. 27 ; and for 
a good sermon on this text, Barrow, 
Serm. xx11. Vol. v. p. 261 sq. 
pla wloris] ‘one faith ; not the ‘fides 
que creditur,’ and still less the ‘regula 
fidei,’ Grot.,—this meaning in the 
N. T. being extremely doubtful, see 
notes on Gal. i. 23,—but the ‘fides gud 
creditur,’ the ‘fides salvifica,’ which 
was the same in its essence and qua- 
lities for all Christians (Mey.). That 
this however must not be unduly limit- 
ed to the feeling of the individual, sc. 
to faith in its utterly subjective aspect, 
seems clear from the use of pla, and 
the general context. As there its one 
Lord, so the pla wioris is not only a 
subjective recognition of this eternal 
truth (Usteri, Lehrb. 1. t. 4, p. 238), 
but alse necessarily involves a com- 
mon objective profession of it: comp. 
Rom. x. 10, and see Stier, Vol. 1. p. 
33, Pearson, Creed, Art. 1x. Vol. L 
p- 399 (ed. Burt.). tv Bar- 
Turpa} “one baptism,’ a still further 
‘consequentia’ to els Kvpcos: as there 
was one Lord and one faith in Him, 
so was there one and one only bap- 
tism into Him (Gal. iii. 27), one and 
one only inward element, one and one 
enly outward seal. Commentators 
have dwelt, perhaps somewhat unpro- 
fitably, upon the reasons why no men- 


tion is made of the other sacrament, 
the els dpros (1 Cor. x. 17) of the 
Holy Communion. If it be thought 
necessary to assign any reason, it must 
certainly not be sought for in the 
mere histvrical fact (Mey.) that the 
Holy Communion was not at that time 
so separate and distinct in its admi- 
nistration (comp. Bingham, A ntiq. xv. 
7. 6, 7, Waterland, Eucharist, Ch. I. 
Vol. Iv. p. 475) a8 Holy Baptism, — 
for the words of inspiration are for all 
times,—but must be referred to the 
fundamental difference between the 
sacraments. The one is rather the 
symbol of union (Usteri, Lehrb. 11. 2, 
p. 284), the other, from its single cele- 
bration and marked individual refer- 
ence, presents more clearly the idea of 
unity,—the idea most in harmony with 
the context ; see Kahnis, Abendm. p. 
249, 276. 

6. lg eds xal warp] ‘one God 
and Father; climactic reference to 
the eternal Father (observe the distinct 
mention of the three Persons of the 
blessed Trinity, ver. 4, 5, 6) in whom 
unity finds its highest exemplification ; 
‘etiamsi baptizamur in nomen Patris, 
Filii, et Spiritus Sancti, et filium 
unum Dominum nominamus, tamen 
non credimus nisi in unum Deum :’ 
Cocc. On this solemn designation, see 
notes on Gal. i. 4; and for a discus- 
sion of the title ‘Father,’ see Pearson, 
Creed, Art. 1. Vol. 1. p. 35 sq. (ed. 
Burt.), Barrow, Creed, Serm. x. Vol. 
IV. p. 493 8q. 6 énl wdvrev] 
‘who is over all,’ 6 xiptos kal érdvw 
adyrwv Chrys. ; the relation expressed 
seems that of simple sovereignty, not 
only spiritual (Calv.), but general and 
universal (Seo7orelay onualver, Theod.); 
comp. Rom. ix. 5, and see Winer, (r. 
§ 50. 6, p. 372,—where the associated 
reference to ‘ protection’ (ed. 5) is now 
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Further, Christ gives 
iis grace in measure 
to each, as the Scripture testifies, 


rightly excluded : this would have been 
more naturally expressed by vwép: see 
Kriiger, Sprachl. $ 68, 28. It is un- 
necessary to remark that the three 
clauses are no synonymous formule 
(Koppe), but that the prepositions mark 
with scrupulous accuracy the threofold 
relation in which God stands to his 
creatures; see notes on Gal. i. 1, and 
Winer, Gr. l.c., and Stier, Vol. 1. 
Pp. 44. The gender of rdvrwy is 
doubtful. It seems arbitrary (Vulg., 
Clarom.) to regard éwl mdyrwy and é 
waow [jpiv] as masc., and dca wdyrww 
as neuter, as there is nothing in the 
context or in the meaning of the 
prepp. to require such a limitation: 
the gender of one may with propriety 
fix that of the rest. As mwdow then 
, certainly seems masculine, ravrwy may 
be assumed to be of the same gender ; 
so Copt., which by the omission of 
hob seems to express a definite opinion. 
In Rom. ix. 5, ravrwy is commonly 
(and properly) interpreted as neuter 
(opp. to Fritz. in loc. Vol. 11. p. 272), 
there being no limitation or restriction 
implied in the context. The 
reading is very doubtful: uty (Rec. 
vuiy with mss.; Chrys. comment., al.) 
is added to rdow with DEFGKL; 40 
inss.; Clarom., Vulg., Syr. (both), 
Goth.; Iren. int., Dam., al.: but 
seems rightly omitted with ABCN; 
10 msa.; Copt., Ath. (both); Ath., 
Greg.-Naz., Chrys. (text), al., as a 
not improbable gloss; so Lachm., 
Tisch., and appy. the majority of 
recent editors. Sud 
mwdvrov Kal dy waow] ‘through all 
and in all.’ These two last clauses 
are less easy to interpret, on account 
of the approximation in meaning of 
the two prepositions. Of these 5:4 is 
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referred (a) by the Greek expositors 
to God the Father, in respect of his 
providence (6 mpovowy xat sorxwr, 
Chrys.) ; (6) by Aquinas (ap. Est.), al., 
to God the Son, ‘per quem omnia 
facta sunt’ (comp. Olsh.),—a very 
inverted interpretation ; (c) by Calvin, 
Meyer, al. ‘to the pervading charis- 
matic influence and presence of God 
by means of the //oly Spirit. This 
last interpretation seems at first sight 
most in unison with the strict meaning 
of both prepp., 8:4 pointing to the in- 
fluence of the Spirit which passes 
through (‘transcurrit,’ Jerome) and 
pervades all hearts [operative motion], 
év His indwelling (6 olxwy, Chrys.) 
and informing influence [operative 
rest]; see ed. 1: still as the three 
Persons of the blessed Trinity have 
been so lately specified, as references 
to this holy Truth seem very notice- 
ably to pervade this Ep. (see Stier, 
Eph. Vol. 1. p. 35), and as the ancient 
interpr. of Irenzeus ‘super omnta (?) 
quidem Pater...per omnia (?) autem 
Verbum...in omnibus autem nobis 
Spiritus,’ /fer. v. 18 (comp. Athan. 
ad Serap. § 28, Vol. 11. p. 676, ed. 
Bened.), seems to have a just claim 
on our attention, it seems best and 
safest to maintain that allusion in the 
present case (opp. to Hofm. Schriftb. 
Vol. 1. p. 184), and to refer Sid wdy- 
Tw to the redeeming and reconciling 
influences of the Eternal Son which 
pervade all hearts, while év racw, as 
above, marks the indweling Spirit; 
see Stier in loc, and comp. Waterl. 
Def. of Queries, Vol. 1. p. 280. 

7- ‘Evi 88 éxdorp pov] ‘But to 
each of us,’ ‘to each one individually: ’ 
further inculcation of this unity in 
what might at first sight have seemed 
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to militate against it; 62 neither being 
transitional (comp. Eadie), nor en- 
countering any objection (Grot., comp. 
Theoph.), but merely suggesting the 
contrast between the individual and 
the wdvres previously mentioned, ver. 
6. In the general distribution of 
gifts, implied in the 6 Ocds dy wacw, 
no single individual is overlooked (1 
Cor. xii, 11, dcatpoby ldlg éxdory) ; each 
has his peculiar gift, each can and ought 
to contribute his share to preserving 
‘the unity of the Spirit:’ so in effect 
Chrys., who in the main has rightly 
felt and explained the connexion, 7d 
wavrwy Keparawidorepa, pyol, Kowd 
ravruy orl, rd Bdwricpa x.T.r. el 5€ 
ve 6 Selva wrdov Exec ev TE xaplopari, 
uh Eye. See also Theod.-Mops. in 
loc. €860y 1] xdpts] ‘the 
grace was given,’ sc. by our Lord after 
His ascension; xdpis however not 
being simply equivalent to xapiopa 
(= ‘gift of grace,’ Peile), but, as De 
W. rightly observes, retaining some 
shade of a transitive force, and denot- 
ing the energizing grace which mani- 
fests itself in the peculiar gift ; comp. 
Rom. xii. 6. The omission 
of the art. (Lachm. with BD'!FGL; 
5 mss.; Dam.) is due appy. to an error 
in transcription, caused by the preced- 
ing 7, by which it became absorbed, 
and is retained by Tisch. (with ACD* 
EXKN; great majority of mss.; Chrys., 
Theod., al.), and most recent editors. 

Kara rd pérpov K.7.A.] ‘according to 
the measure of the gift of Christ,’ scil. 
‘in proportion to the amount of the 
gift which Christ gives,’ xadws ri 
éavrol Swpedy éxdory nuay 6 decmrérys 
éweuérpnoe Xpiords’ Theod.-Mops. ; 
Swpeds being thus a simple possessive 
gen. (the measure which the gift has, 
which belongs to and defines the 
gift), and Xpiorod the gen. of ablation 


(Donalds. Gr. § 451),.or more specifi- 
cally, of the agent, the giver (compare 
Swpeds xdprros, Plato, Leg. viil. 844 D, 
and see notes on 1 Thess. i. 6); not of 
the receiver (Oeder ap. Wolf),— an idea 
which is in no sort of harmony with 
the context, iwxev Sduara, ver. 8; see 
2 Cor. ix. 15. Stier very infelicitously 
(in point of grammar) endeavours to 
unite both. 

8. 8d Aéyer] ‘On which account He 
saith ;’ on account of this bestowal of 
the gift of Christ, and that in differing 
measures ;—d71, pyolv, 7 xdpis Swped 
éort To Xp. cal avrds perphoas Ewxev, 
&xove, dyol, rod Aavls Cécum. The 
difficulties of this verse, both in regard 
to the connexion, the source, and the 
form of the citation, are very great, 
and must be separately, though briefly 
noticed. (1) Connexion, There is clear- 
ly no parenthesis; verse 8 is to be 
closely connected with verse 7, and 
regarded as a scriptural confirmatiun 
of its assertions, These assertions in- 
volve two separate moments of thought, 
(a) the primary, that each individual 
has his peculiar and appropriate gifts, 
further elucidated and exemplified in 
ver. 11; (5) the secondary, that these 
gifts are conferred by Christ. The in- 
trinsic rather than the contextual im- 
portance of (5) induces the Apostle to 
pause and add a special confirmation 
from Scripture. The cardinal words 
are thus so obviously ¢0667, Swped, 
and éwxev Séuara, that it is singular 
how so good a commentator as Olsh. 
could have supposed the stress of the 
citation to be on rots dvOp. 

(2) The source of the citation is not 
any Christian hymn (Storr, Opuse. 111. 
p. 309), but Psalm lxviii.,—a psalm of 
which the style, age, purport, and al- 
lusions, have been most differently 
estimated and explained (for details 
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8. &wxev] The reading here is somewhat doubtful. 


Tisch. (ed. 7) prefixes 


xal with BC'C!D3KL®*; nearly all mas. ; Goth., Syr. (both), al. ; Orig., Chrys., 
Theod., al. (Rec., Alf.): Lachm. on the contrary umits with AC*D!EFGN'; 
mss.; Vulg., Clarom., Copt.; Iren. (interpr.), Tertull., al. (Tisch. ed. 2); and 
appy. rightly, as an insertion for the sake of keeping up the connexion seems 
more probable than a conformation to the LAX, where the «al is omitted, 


see Reuss on Pa. Ixviii.), but which 
may with high probability be deemed 
@ hymn of victory in honour of Jeho- 
vah, the God of battles (Hengst. opp. 
to J. Olsh.), of high originality (Hitzig 
opp. to Ewald), and composed by Da- 
vid on the taking of Rabbah (Hengst. 
opp. to Reuss, J. Olsh.). We have 
therefore no reason whatever to enter- 
tain any doubt of its inspired and 
prophetic character; comp. Phillips, 
Psalms, Vol. 11. p. 79. (3) The 
Jorm of citation is the real difficulty: 
the words of the Psalm are alaley 
DIND MH, in LXX, Aafes dduara 
év dvOpwrw [-aos, Alex., Compl., Ald.}. 
The ditference in St Paul’s citation is 
palpable, and, we are bound in candour 
to say, does not appear diminished by 
any of the proposed reconciliations ; 


for even assuming that n= ‘danda 
sumsit,’ ‘he took only to give’ (comp. 
Gen. xv. 9, xviii. §, xxvii. 13, and see 
Surenhus. B/8\. KaraAX. p. 585), still 
the nature of the gifts, which in one 
case were reluctant (see Hengst.), in 
the other spontaneous, appears essen- 
tially different. We admit then 
frankly and freely the verbal difference, 
but remembering that the Apostle 
wrote under the inspiration of the 
Holy Ghost, we recognise here nei- 
ther imperfect memory, precipitation 
(Riick.). arbitrary change (Calv.; comp. 
Theod.-Mcps.), accommodation (Mo- 
rus), nor Ruubbinical interpretation 
(Mey.), but simply the fact that the 
Psalm, and esp. ver. 18, had a Mes- 


sianic reference, and bore within it a 
further, fuller, and deeper meaning. 
This meaning the inspired Apostle, by 
a slight change of language, and sub- 
stitution of &5wxe for the more dubious 
Mp2, succinctly, suggestively, and au- 
thoritatively unfolds: compare notes 
on Gal. iii. 16. We now proceed to 
the grammatical details. 

Aéyar] ‘He saith,’ sc. 6@eds, not 4 ypa- 
¢%. This latter nominative is several 
times inserted by St Paul (Rom. iv. 3, 
ix. 17, x. 11, Gal. iv. 30, 1 Tim. v. 18), 
but is not therefore to be regularly 
nupplied whenever there is an ellipsis 
(Bos, Ellips. p. §4), without reference 
to the nature of the passage. The 
surest, and in fact only guide, is the 
context: where that affords no certain 
hint, we fall back upon the natural 
subject, 6 @e6s, whose words the Scrip« 
tures are; see notes on Gal, iii. 16. 
dvaBds els bios] ‘ Having ascended 
on high,’ not ‘ascendens,’ Vulg., Cla- 
rom., but ‘quum ascendisset,’ Beza ;— 
the reference being obviously to Christ’s 
ascent into heaven (Barrow, Creed, 
Vol. vi. p. 358, Pearson, Creed, Art. 
vi. Vol. 1. p. 323, ed. Burt.), and the 
aor. part. here being temporal, and, 
according to its more common use, des 
noting an action preceding (never in 
the N.T. subsequent to, see Winer, Gr, 
§ 45. 6. b, p. 316) that of the finite 
verb: see Bernhardy, Synt. X. 9, p. 
383, Kriiger, Sprachl. § 56. 10.1. Our 
Lord, it may be urged, gave the Holy 
Spirit before his ascension (Juhn xx, 
22); but this was only an ‘arrha Pen. 
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tecostes,’ Beng., a limited (Alford) and 
preparatory gift of the Holy Spirit ; 
see Liicke in loc. On this text, as 
cited from Psalm lxviii., see a good 
sermon by Andrewes, Serm. vii. Vol. 
Ill. p. 221 (A.-C. Libr.). 1XHO- 
dr. alypadkwolav] ‘ He led captivity 
captive,’ ‘captivam duxit captivita- 
tem,’ Vulg., Clarom.; the abstract 
alxpadtwo. being used for the concrete 
alxpadwrovs (comp. Numb. xxxi. 12, 
2 Chron. xxviii. 11, 13, and see exx. 
Jelf, Gr. § 353), and serving’ by its 
connexion with the cognate verb to 
enhance and alightly intensify it; 
comp. Winer, Gr. § 32. 2, p. 201, and 
see the copious list of exx. in Lobeck, 
Paralip. p. 498 sq. Who constituted 
this alyuwadwola has been much dis- 
cussed. That the captives were not 
(a) Satan’s prisoners (avO pwr ous bard rh 
rob StaBd\ou rupavvida Karexopévous, 
Theod.-Mops.; comp. Just. Mart. 
- Trypho, § 39, Vol. a. p. 128 [ed. Otto], 
and Theod. 7n loc.) seems clear from the 
subsequent mention of dv@puroas, which 
(though not so in the original) seems 
here to refer to a different class to the 
captives. Nor (6) can they be the 
souls of the righteous in Hades (Es- 
tius ; comp. Evang. Nicod. § 24, in Thilo, 
Codex Apocryph. p. 747), 28, setting 
aside other reasons (‘captivos non duci 
in libertatem, sed hostes in captivita- 
tem,’ Calov.), the above interpr. of 
the part. dvaBds seems seriously op- 
posed to such a view. If however (c) 
we regard ‘the captivity’ as captive 
and subjugated enemies (Meyer, De 
W.), the enemies of Christ,—Satan, 
Sin, and Death,—we preserve the 
analogy of the comparison (comp. Alf.), 
and gain a full and forcible meaning: 
so rightly Chrys., alyudAwrov yap Tov 
TUpavvoy BiaBe (not xarjpynoe, which 
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with regard to Death is mainly future, 
1 Cor. xv. 26) rév didBorov Aéyw xal 
Tov Odvarov kal riv dpdy kal rhy apap- 
tlav: comp. Cicum. 2, Theoph. 
Wwkev Sdpara] ‘He gave gifts,’ sc. 
spiritual gifts; comp. €5667 7 xdpits, 
ver. 7, and as a special and particular 
illustration, Acts ii. 33. 

9. 7d 8 dvéBn] ‘ Now that He as- 
cended,’ scil. ‘now the predication of 
His ascent,’ not ‘the word dvéB7,’ as 
dyaBds, not dvé8y, precedes; dé here 
marking a slight explanatory transi- 
tion ; Hartung, Partik. 5é, 2. 3, Vol. 1. 
p. 165. To evince still more clearly 
the truth and correctness of the Mes- 
sianic application of the words just 
cited, St Paul urges the antithesis im- 
plied by dvé8n, viz. xaré8n, a predica- 
tion only applicable to Christ; comp. 
Hofm. Schriftb. Vol. 11. 1, p. 344, where 
this and the preceding verses are fully 
investigated. vl tor eb pr} 
K.T.A.} ‘what is it, what doth it imply 
(Matth. ix. 13, John xvi. 17; comp. 
notes on (al, iii. 19), except that He 
not only ascended but also descended?’ 
the tacit assumption, as Meyer ob- 
serves, being clearly this, that He who 
is the subject of the citation is One 
whose seat was heaven,—no man, but 
a giver of gifts to men; especially 
comp. John iii. 13. The inser- 
tion of rp@rov after xaréBy (Rec. with 
BC?KLN‘; most mss.; Aug., Vulg., 
Goth., Syr. (both); Theod., al.) seems 
clearly to have arisen from an expla- 
natory gloss; and that of uépy after 
karwrepa, though strongly supported 
(Rec., Lachn., with ABCD* KL’; near- 
ly all mss. ; Vulg., al.), to be still fairly 
attributable to the same origin. 
els td kararepa Tis yis] ‘to the lower 
(parts) of the earth,’ ‘in loca que sub- 
ter terram,’ Copt., ‘subter terram,’ 
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“Eth. This celebrated passage has re- 
ceived several different interpretations, 
two only of which however deserve 
serious consideration, and between 
which it is extremely difficult to decide: 
(a) the ancient explanation, according 
to which ra Kardrepa ris yijs=ra 
karax@éma, and imply ‘Hades’ (rod 
d¢ xaré8n; els tov dinv, Trolrov yap 
karwrepa pépn Tis ys Aéyer Kara Thy 
kowhy Urdvaav Theoph.), the gen. not 
being dependent on the comparative 
(Riick.,—still less compatible with his 
insertion of uépy), but being the regu- 
lar possessive gen.: (b) the more modern 
interpretation, adopted by the majo- 
rity of recent commentators, according 
to which ris yijs is regarded as the 
gen. of apposition (see esp. Winer, Gr. 
$ 59. 8, p. 470), and the expression as 
equivalent to els rhy xarwrépay yijv. 
Both sides claim the comparative xa- 
Tdérepa,—the PINT NANA pressed 
by Olsh. is at least equally indetermi- 
nate with the Greek, —the one as sug- 
gesting a comparison with the earth, 
‘a lower depth than the earth,’ the 
other as suggested by the comparison 
with the heaven (Acts ii. 19, John viii. 
23,—but in this latter passage cdrw 
reaches lower than the earth; Stier, 
Reden Jesu, Vol. tv. p. 447 8q.); comp. 
Hofm. Schriftb. Vol. I. 1, p. 345. 
These arguments must be nearly set 
off against one another, as the positive 
would have been most natural in the 
latter case, the superlative perhaps in 
the former. As however the superl. 
would have tended to fix the locality 
(comp. Nehem. iv. 13) more definitely 
than was suitable to the present con- 
text, and as the use of the term dds 
would have marred the antithesis (yf 
opp. to ovpayds), it does not seem im- 
probable that the more vague com- 
parative was expressly chosen, and 


that thus its use is more in favour of 
(a) than (6), When to this we add 
the full antithesis that seems to lie in 
Urepdvw Tay o'paydy, ver. 10 (‘ subli- 
miora celorum’ opp. to ‘inferiora ter- 
rarum,’ Tertull.), surely more than & 
mere expansion of els uyos (Winer, 
Mey.), and also observe the sort of 
exegetical necessity which wa rAnpaoy 
Ta Wavra (ver. 10) seems to impose 
on us of giving the fullest amplitude 
to every expression, we still more in- 
cline to (a); and with Ireneus (Her. 
V. 31, comp. Iv. 22, ed. Mass.), Tertul- 
lian (de Animd, c. 55), and the principal 
ancient writers (see Pearson, Creed, 
Art. v. Vol. I. p. 269, and reff. on 
Vol. 11. p- 195, ed. Burt.), recognise 
in these words an allusion, not to 
Christ’s death and burial (Chrys., 
Theod.), but definitely to His descent 
into hell: so also Olsh., Stier, Alf., 
Wordsw., and Baur (Paulus, p. 431); 
but it is to be feared that the judgment 
of the last writer is not unbiassed, as 
he urges the reference as a proof of 
the gnostic origin of the Epistle. 

On this clause and on ver. 10 see & 
good sermon by South, Serm., (Posth.) 
I. Vol. 111. p. 169 sq. (Lond. 1843); and 
for a general investigation of the doo- 
trine of Christ’s descent into hell, and 
its connexion with the last things, 
Guder, Lehre von der Eracheinung J. - 
C. unter den Todten, Bern, 185 3. 

10. 6 KaraBds] ‘fle that de- 
scended ;’ emphatic, as its position 
shows: the absence of any connecting 
or illative particle gives a greater force 
and vigour to the conclusion. It may 
be observed that adrés is not ‘the same,’ 
Auth.,—as no instance of an omission 
of the article occurs in the N.T., 
though it is occasionally dropped in 
the earlier (Herm. Opusc.. Vol. I. p. 
332), and frequently in Byzantine 
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authors,— but is simply the emphatic 
‘He; ob} yap GdAdos Karedfrvde Kal 
Gros dveAAvdev Theod.; see Winer, 
Gr. § 22. 4. obs. p. 135. 

wdvrov Toy ovpavey] ‘all the heavens,’ 
‘celcs omnes penetravit ascendendo, 
usque ad summum celum,’ Est. ; dyy- 
Adrepos Toy ovpavay, Heb. vii. 26, 
comp. ib. iv. 14. There is no neces- 
sity whatever to connect this expres- 
sion with the ‘seven heavens’ of the 
Jews (comp. Wetst. on 2 Cor. xii. 2, 
Hofm. Schriftb. Vol. 11. 1, p. 387): 
the words, both here and in Heb. JU. 
cc. have only a simple and general 
meaning, and are well paraphrased by 
Bp. Pearson,—‘whatsoever heaven is 
higher than all the rest which are 
called heavens, into that place did He 
ascend :’ Creed, Art. vi. Vol. 1. p. 320 
(ed. Burton). 

Wa wAnpdoy ta wavra] ‘in order 
that He might fill all things; more 
general purpose involved in the more 
special 5wxey Sduata rots dvOpwrots 
(ver. 8), though structurally depend- 
ent on the preceding participle. The 
subjunctive with wa after a past tense 
is correctly used in the present case 
to denote an act that still continues; 
see Herm. Viger, No. 350, and esp. 
Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p. 618, who has 
treated this and similar uses of the 
subj. with wa after preterites with 
eonsiderable acumen: for exx. see 
Gayler, Partic. Neg. p. 176, who has 
also correctly seized the general prin- 
ciple, ‘subjunctivum usurpari si pre- 
valet conailium, aut respectus ad even- 
tum habendus ;’ p. 165. Great caution 
however must be used in applying 
these principles to the N.T., as the 
general and prevailing use of the subj. 
both in the N.T. and in later writers 
makes it very doubtful whether the 


finer distinction of mood was in all 
such cases as the present distinctly 
felt and intended. 

It is not necessary either to limit 
adyra wA\npodv, the solemn predicate 
of the Deity (Jerem. xxiii. 24, see 
Schoettg. Hor. Heb. Vol. I. p. 775)» 
to the gift of redemption (Rtick.), or 
to confine the comprehensive 7a wdyTa 
to the faithful (Grot.), or to the church 
of Jews and Gentiles (Meier): the 
expression is perfectly unrestricted, 
and refers not only to the sustaining 
and ruling power (ris deororelas avrod 
kal dvepyelas, Chrys.), but also to the 
divine presence (presentia et opera- 
tione sua, se ipso,’ Beng.) of Christ. 
The doctrine of the ubiquity of 
Christ's Body derives no support from 
this passage (Form. Concord. p. 767), 
as there is here no reference to a dif- 
fused and ubiquitous corporeity, but 
to a pervading and energizing omni- 
presence; comp. Ebrard, Dogmatik, 
§ 390, Vol. 11. p. 139, and notes on 
ch. i. 23.. The true doctrine may 
perhaps be thus briefly stated: —Christ 
is perfect God, and perfect and glori- 
fied man; as the former he is present 
everywhere, as the latter he can be 
present anywhere: see Jackson, Creed, 
Book xI. 3, and comp. Stier, Reden 
Jesu, Vol. vi. p. 164. 

11, Kal atrés] ‘dnd He,’ ‘jah 
silba,’ Goth.; éugarexds dé elxe 7d 
avros, Theoph. There is here no 
direct resumption of the subject of 
ver. 7, a8 if ver. 8—r1o were merely 
parenthetical, but a regression to it, 
while at the same time the airds is 
naturally and emphatically linked on 
to the avrés in the preceding verse. 
This return to a subject, without dis- 
turbing the harmony of the immediate 
connexion or the natural sequence of 
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thought, constitutes one of the high 
excellences, but at the same time one 
of the chief difficulties, in the style of 
the great Apostle. BWoxev] 
‘gave,’ ‘dedit,’ Vulg., Clarom., al. ; 
not merely Hebraistic (]Nj, Olsh.), 
and equivalent to &ero (Acts xx. 28, 
1 Cor. xii. 28), ‘dedit Ecclesiws id est 
posuit in Eccl.’ (Est.), but in the 
ordinary and regular meaning of the 
word, and in harmony with ¢6667, 
ver. 7, Sdéuara, ver. 8; comp. notes on 
ch. i, 22. dtrocrodovs] 
‘Apostles,’—in the highest and most 
special sense ; comp. notes on Gal. i. 1. 
The chief characteristics of an Apostle 
were an immediate call from Christ 
(comp. Gal. i. 1), a destination for all 
lands (Matth. xxviii. 19, 2 Cor. xi. 28), 
and a special power of working mira- 
cles (2 Cor. xii. 12); see Eadie tn loc., 
who has grouped together the essential 
elements of the Apostolate with proof 
texts. tpodiras | 
‘Prophets,’—not only in the more spe- 
cial sense (as Agabus, Acts xi. 28), 
but in the more general one of preach- 
ers and expounders, who spoke under 
the immediate impulse and influence 
of the Holy Spirit, and were thus to 
be distinguished from the dddoxador: 
6 pev wpodnrevuv wdvra dd rou IIvev- 
Karos P0éyyerat, 6 5¢ dtddoxwy dori» 
Srov xal €& olxelas Stavolas dcaréyerac’ 
Chrys. on 1 Cor. xii. 28: see Thorn- 
dike, Relig. Assemblies, ch. V. 1 8q. 
Vol. 1. p. 182 sq. (A.-C. Libr.), and 
comp. notes on ch. ii. 20. 

eayyAvorrds] ‘Evangelists,’— not rods 
To «evayyé\toy ypaydryras (Ctcum., 
Chrys. 2), but rovs evayyedcfoudvous 
(Chrys. 1), preachers of the Gospel, 
who wepiidvres éxjpurrov (Theod.), and 
yet, as uy wepiidvres wayraxol (Chrys.), 


were distinguished from the Apostles, 
to whom they acted as subordinates 
and missionaries: comp. Acts vili. 14, 
and see Thorndike, Relig. Assembl. Iv. 
37, Vol. I. p. 176, ib. Right of Church, 
If. 30, Vol. 1. p. 451, Hofm, Schriftd. 
Vol. 11. 2, p. 249. 
towdvas Kal SiSacKxdAous] ‘Pastors 
and Teachers.’ It has been doubted 
whether these words denote different 
classes, or are different names of the 
same class. The absence of the dis- 
junctive rovs dé (arbitrarily inserted in 
Syr., but altered in Syr.-Phil.) seems 
clearly to show that both wo. and 
5:ddox. had some common distinctions, 
—probably that of being stationary 
rather than missionary, ol xadhuevos 
Kal wepl &va rémrov hoxoAnuévor, Chrys., 
—which plainly separated them from 
each of the preceding classes, Thus 
far they might be said to form one 
class; but that the individuals who 
composed it bore either or both names 
indifferently, is very doubtful. The 
rowéves (a term probably including 
éxlcxomo: and mpecBvrepo, Frits. 
Fritzsch. Opusc. p. 43 8q.) might be, 
and perhaps always were dddexador 
(comp. 1 Tim. iii. 2, Tit. i. 9, Martyr. 
Polyc. § 16, see Thorndike, Relig. 
A ssembl, 1V. 40, Vol. I. p. 170), but it 
does not follow that the converse was 
true. The xdpicue of xvBépynats is 80 
distinct from that of ddacKxaNla, that 
it seems necissary to recognise in the 
diddox. a body of men (scarcely a dis- 
tinct class) who had the gift of ddax%, 
but who were not invested with any 
administrative powers and authority ; 
see esp. Hooker, Eccl. Pol. v. 78. 8, 
and comp. Neander, Planting, Vol. 1. 
p- 149 (Bohn). 

12, wpds Tov kaTapricpoyv K.T.A.] 
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‘with a view to the perfecting of the 
saints, for the work of ministration, 
for the building up of the body of 
Christ; more ultimate and more im- 
mediate end of the gifts specified in 
the preceding verse. It is extremely 
difficult to fix the exact shade of mean- 
ing which these prepp. are intended 
to convey. It seems clear however 
(a) that there is no ‘trajection,’ Grot. ; 
. —nor again (6) that the three members 
are to be regarded as merely parallel, 
and co-ordinately dependent on &wxe 
(Exazros, olxodouel, Exacr. xarapri¢e, 
&kacr. dtaxove?, Chrys.), for wpds and 
els must thus be regarded as synony- 
mous (Syr., Goth., Arm.) ; and though 
St Paul studied prepositional varia- 
tions (see Winer, Gr. § 50. 6, p. 372), 
it still does not appear from the exx. 
usually cited that he did so except for 
the sake of definition, limitation, or 
presentation of the subject in a fresh 
point of view; see notes on Gal. i. 1. 
Moreover, as Mey. justly observes, 
the second member, els épyov x.7.X., 
would thus much more naturally and 
logically stand first. It also seems 
(c) nearly equally unsatisfactory, with 
Eth. (expressly; Vulg., Clarom., Copt. 
are equally ambiguous with the Greek), 
De W., al., to connect els...els closely 
with apés, as we are thus compel'ed 
to give diaxovla the less usual, and 
here (after the previous accurate defi- 
nitions) extremely doubtful meaning 
of ‘christliche Dienstleitung,’ De W., 
‘genus omnium functionum in Eccle- 
sif,’ Aret.; see below. It seems then 
(d) best and most consonant with the 
fundamental (ethical) meaning of the 
prepositions to connect els...els with 
ESwxe, and,—as els, with the idea of 
destination, frequently involves that 
of attainment (see Jelf, Gr. § 625. 3, 
Kriiger, Sprachl. § 68. 21. 5, and 


comp. Hand, Jursell. ‘in,’ 11. 23, 
Vol. II. 23),—to regard els...els as 
two parallel] members referring to the 
more immediate, rpds to the more wlli- 
mate and final purpose of the action; 
comp. Rom. xv. 2, dperxérw els 7rd 
dyabdv rpds olxodouyy, which seems to 
admit a similar explanation, and see 
notes on Philem. 5. For distinc- 
tions between els, wpis, and él, see 
notes on 2 Thess. iii. 4, and between 
els, rods, and xard, notes on Tit. i. 1. 
We may thus paraphrase: ‘He gave 
apostles, &c., to fulfil the work of the 
ministry, and to build up the body of 
Christ, His object being to perfect his 
saints;’ comp. Hofm. Schriftb. Vol. 
II. 2, p. 109, where the same view is 
practically maintained. 

Tov kataprio poy] ‘the perfecting,’ riv 
rerelwow, Theophyl.; comp. xardp- 
Tiots, 2 Cor. xiii. g: the nature of this 
(definite) perfecting is explained ver. 
13. The primary (ethical) meaning 
of xaraprifew, ‘reconcinnare’ (Rost u. 
Palm, Lex. s.v.), appears only in Gal. 
vi. 1 (comp. notes): in all other pas- 
sages in the N.T. of ethical reference 
(e.g. Luke vi. 40, 1 Cor. i. 10, 2 Cor. 
xiii. 11, Heb. xiii. 21, 1 Pet. v. 10), 
the secondary meaning, ‘to make dp- 
twos,’ ‘to make perfect, complete’ (re- 
Aecodv, Hesych.), appears to be the 
prevailing meaning: comp. xaraprifew 
tpufpes, Diod. Sic. x11. 70, see exx. 
in Schweigh. Lex. Polyb. s.v. Any 
allusion to ‘the accomplishment of 
the number of the elect,’ Pelag. 
(comp. Burial Service), would here be 
wholly out of place. 

Upyov Siaxovlas] ‘the work of (the) 
ministry ;’ scil. ‘for the duties and 
functions of didxovoc in the Church.’ 
As the meaning of both these words 
has been unduly strained, we may re- 
mark briefly that épyov is not pleo- 
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nastic (see Winer, Gr. § 65. 7, p. 541), 
or in the special sense of ‘building’ 
(comp. 1 Cor, iii. 13), but has the 
simple meaning of ‘business,’ ‘func- 
tion’ (1 Tim. iii. 1),—not ‘res per- 
fecta,’ but ‘res gerenda,’ in exact 
parallelism with the use of olxodou7%}. 
Again, Staxovla is not ‘service’ gene- 
rally, but, as its prevailing usage in 
the N.T. (Rom. xi. 13, 2 Cor. iv. 1, 
al.) and especially the present context 
suggest, ‘spiritual service of an official 
nature ;’ see Meyer tn loc., Hof. 
Schriftb. Vol. 11. 2, p. 109. The ab- 
sence of both articles has been pressed 
(Eadie, Peile), but appy. unduly: 
dtaxovla may possibly have been left 
studiedly anarthrous in reference to 
the different modes of exercising it 
alluded to in ver. 11, and the various 
spiritual wants of the Church (Hamm.); 
Epyov however seems clearly definite 
in meaning, though by the principle 
of correlation (Middleton, A7t. III. 
3, 6) it is necessarily anarthrous in 
form. olkod. rou cadparos] 
‘butlding up of the body,’ parallel to, 
but at the same time more nearly de- 
fining the nature of the épyor. The 
article is not required (as with xarapr.), 
as it was not any absolute, definite 
process of edifying, but edifying gene- 
rally that was the object. The ob- 
servation which some commentators 
make on ‘the confusion of metaphors’ 
is nugatory: as 7d o@ua rol Xp. has 
a distinct metaphorical sense, so has 
olxodou%. On the nature of Christian 
olxodou%, see Nitzsch, Theologie, § 39, 
Vol. I. p. 205. 

13. péxpt Katavtijcopey] ‘until 
we come to, arrive at;’ specification of 
the time up to which this spiritual 
constitution was designed to last. 
Several recent commentators (Harl., 
Mey., al.) notice the omission of ay 


89 


ld a“ , 4 
EVOTNTA THS WierTews Kat 


as giving an air of less uncertainty 
to the subj.; see notes on (ral. iii. 19. 
As a general principle this is of course 
right (see Herm. Partic. dy, 11. 9, 
p. 109 sq., Hartung, Partik. dy, 3, 
Vol. II. p. 291 8q.); we must be cau- 
tious however in applying the rule in 
the N.T., as the tendency of later 
Greek to the nearly exclusive use of 
the subj., and esp. to the use of these 
temporal particles with the aor., with- 
out dy, is very discernible: see Winer, 
Gr. § 41. 3, p. 265. The use of the 
subj. (the mood of conditioned but 
objective possibility), not fut. (as 
Chrys.), shows that the xarayray is 
represented not only as the eventual, 
but as the expected and contemplated 
result of the &3wxev; see Scheuerl. 
Synt. § 36. I, p. 393, Jelf, Gr. § 842. 2, 
and comp. Schmalfeld, Synt. § 128, p. 
280. This use of the subj. deserves 
observation. The meaning of 
karavray with él or els (only the 
latter in the N.T.) has been unduly 
pressed: it has no necessary reference 
to former wanderings or diverse start- 
ing-points (Zanch., Vatabl. ap. Poli 
Syn.), but simply implies ‘ pervenire 
ad* (‘occurrere in,’ Vulg., Clarom.), 
with ref. only to the place, person, or 
point arrived at; see notes on Phil, 
iii. 11, and comp. exx. in Schweigh, 
Lex. Polyb. s.v. 

ol wdvres] ‘we all,’ ‘the whole of us;° 
sci]. all Christians, implied in the ra» 
aylwy, ver. 12. It is difficult to agree 
with Ellendt (Lex. Soph. s. v. was, II1. 
1, Vol. Il. p. §19) in the assertion 
that in the plural the addition or 
omission of the article, ‘cum sensus 
fert,’ makes no difference. The dis- 
tinction is not always obvious (see 
Middleton, Arf. vil. 1), but may 
generally be deduced from the funda- 
mental laws of the article, 
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es tiv évérynra tis wher.) ‘to the 
unity of the faith;’ ‘that oneness of 
faith’ (Peile, see Wordsw.) which was 
the aim and object towards which the 
spiritual efforts of the various forms 
of ministry were all directed; &ws dy 
SexOGuev wdyres. play [rather, rip 
play] wlarw Exovres’ rotro ydp éorw 
évéryns wlorews Srav mwdvres &y wyer, 
Sray wdvres duolws Tov ovvderpoy ém- 
ywdoxwpev’ Chrys. 

Kal tis émyvocens K7.r.] ‘and of 
the (true) knowledge of the Son of God ;’ 
further development,—not only faith 
in the Son, but saving knowledge of 
Him ; the gen. rod viod rot Geod being 
the gen. objecti (Winer, Gr. § 30. obs. 
p- 168), and belonging to both sub- 
stantives. The xai is thus not ‘exe- 
getice positum’ (Calv.), but simply 
copulative ; the formerinterpr., though 
grammatically admissible (see on Gal. 
vi. 16), would here be contextually 
untenable, as wloris and érlyywois 
(see notes on ch. i. 17) obviously con- 
vey different ideas (Mey.), and are 
terms by no means mutually explana- 
tory; ‘cognitio perfectius quiddam fide 
sonat:’ Beng. Such sentences 
as the present may serve to make us 
careful in obtruding too hastily on 
every passage the meaning of wloms 
"Inoot Xp. alluded to on ch. iii. 12, 
and noticed in notes on Gal. ii. 16. 

els dvSpa r&aov] ‘toa perfect, full 
grown, man ;’ metaphorical apposition 
to the foregoing member, the concrete 
term being probably selected rather 
than any abstract term (7 reAaorépa 
tay doyudruw [better rod Xpicroi] 
yveo.s, Theoph.), as forming a good 
contrast to the following vim (ver. 
14, comp. I Cor, xiii. 10, 11), and as 
suggesting by its ‘singular’ the idea 
of the complete unity of the holy per- 


sonality, further explained in the next 
clause, into which they were united 
and consummated. Instances of a 
similar use of té\eos are cited by 
Raphel. Annot. Vol. 1. p. 477; see 
esp. Polyb. Hist. v. 29. 2, where 7a- 
Sloy yfrcov and ré\ctoy dydpa stand in 
studied contrast to each other. 

els pérpov «.T.A.] ‘to the measure of 
the stature of Christ’s fulness,’ i.¢. ‘of 
the fulness which Christ has,’ rod Xp. 
being the gen. aulyecti ; see esp. notes 
on ch. iii. t9, and on the accumula- 
tion of genitives, Winer, Gr. § 30. 3, 
obs. I, p. 1723 comp. 2 Cor. iv. 4. 
It is doubtful whether 7Accla is to be 
referred (a) to age (John ix. 21, 80 
clearly Matth. vi. 27), or (5) to stature 
(Luke xix. 3), both being explana- 
tions here equally admissible; see Bos, 
Exercit. p. 183. In the former case 
Tod wAnp. 7. Xp. will be the quali- 
fying, or rather characterizing gen. 
(Scheuerl. Synt. § 16. 3, p. 115, and 
notes on oh. i. 10), and will more 
nearly define 77s *A\cx.,—‘the age 
when the fulness of Christ is received: ’ 
in the latter the gen. is purely posses- 
sive. The antithesis (réX«cos...»yrcoe) 
seems in favour of (a); still,—as both 
words are metaphorical,—as pérpop is 
appropriately used in reference to 
‘stature’ (ree esp. Lucian, Jmag. 6, 
cited by Wetst.; even in Hom. Od. 
XVI. 216, 48ys wérp. is associated 
with the idea of size), and still more, 
as the separate words wAjjpwua, avéy- 
cwpev, &c. no less than the context 
ver, 16, all suggest ideas of matured 
growth in respect of magnitude,—the 
latter interpr. (6) seems most probable 
and satisfactory ; so Syr., Goth. (‘vah- 
staus’), Copt. (maié), appy. Atth., and 
our own Auth. Version. It has 
been considered a question whether 
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the Apostle is here referring solely to 
present (Chrys.), or to future life 
(Theod.). The mention of ricrts, and 
the tenor of ver. 14, 15, incline us to 
the former view: still it is probable 
(see Olsh.) that no special distinction 
was intended. St Paul regarJs the 
Church as one; he declares its issue 
and destination as évérns and redetd- 
7s: on the realization of this, when- 
soever and wheresoever, the functions 
of the Christian ministry will cease. 
14. Wa pyxére «.t.A.] ‘in order 
that we may be no longer children;’ 
purpose contemplated in the limitation 
as to duration of the gifts specified in 
ver. 11 sq. The connexion is not per- 
fectly clear. Is this verse (a) co-ordi- 
nate with ver. 13, and tmmediately de- 
pendent on 11, rz (Harl.), or (0) is it 
subordinate to it, and remotely depen- 
dent on ver. 11, 12? The latter seems 
most probable: ver. 13 thus defines 
the ‘terminus ad quem’ which charac- 
terizes the functions of the Christian 
ministry; ver. 14 explains the object, 
viz. our ceasing to be y»rio, contem- 
plated in the appointment of such a 
‘terminus,’ and thence more remotely 
in the bestowal of a ministry so cha- 
racterized ; see Meyer tn loc., who has 
ably elucidated the connexion. 
For a sound sermon on this text in 
reference to the case of ‘ Deceivers and 
Deceived,’ see Waterl. Serm. xxIx. 
Vol. v. p. 717 8q. pykére] ‘no 
longer;? 7d unKeére Selxvvoe wdrdac 
rovro wadéyras' Chrys. This is not 
however said in reference to the Ephe- 
sians only, but as the context (rdvres, 
ver. 13) suggests, in ref. to Christians 
generally. Eadie somewhat singularly 
stops to comment on the use of ‘ unxé- 
vt not ovxére:’ surely to Wa in its 
present sense ‘particula yh consen- 


tanea est;’ Gayler, Partik. Neg. p. 
168. KAvSevedpevor] ‘ tossed 
about like waves’ (‘usvagidai,’ Goth., 
comp. Syr., Arm.),—not ‘by the 
waves. Stier, assuming the latter 
to be the true meaning of the pass. 
(‘metaphor from a ship lying at hull,’ 
Bramh. Catching Lev. ch. 3, Vol. rv. 
Pp. §92), adopts the middle (comp. 
‘fluctuantes,’ Vulg.) to avoid the then 
incongruous xA\v8. dvéuy. The exx. 
however adduced by Wetst. and Krebs 
(xrAvEwwlferbac éx rot wd0ov, Aristeen. 
Epist. 1. 27, rapacodpevos kat crvdwme- 
gsuevos, Joseph. Antig. 1X. 11. 3) con- 
firm the passive use and. the former 
meaning; comp. James i. 6. 

dvdpem tis SiacKadlas] ‘ wind of doc- 
trine.” The article does not show ‘the 
prominence which teaching possessed 
in the Church’ (Eadie), but specifies 
didacxaNla in the abstract, every kind 
and degree of it: see Middleton, Art. 
Vv. I, p. 89 sq. (ed. Rose). On the pro- 
bable distinction between ddacxaNla 
and d:dax, see on 2 Tim. iv. 2. 

dv rq wuBela «.t.X.] ‘in the sleight 
of men,’—of men, not the faith and 
knowledge of the Son of God, ver. 13. 
"Ev may be plausibly considered in- 
strumental (Arm., Mey.) ; as however 
this would seem pleonastic after the 
instrumental, or what Kriiger (Sprachl. 
§ 48. 151 sq.) more inclusively terms 
the dynamic dat. dyéuw (see Heb. 
xiii. 9), and would mar the seem- 
ing parallelism with é dydwy (ver. 
15), the prep. appears rather to de- 
note the element, the evil atmosphere 
as it were, 7m which the varying cur- 
rents of doctrine exist and exert their 
force ; so Vulg., Clarom., Copt., Ath.- 
Pol., and perhaps Goth., but see De 
Gabel. tn loc. The term 
xuBela (N'D1P Heb.) properly denotes 
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15 Wwv, ev Tavouvpyia mpos Thy peOodetav THs wAaVYS, GAN- 


‘playing with dice’ (Plato, Phedr. 
274 D, werrelas xal xuBelas: see Xen. 
Mem. 1. 3. 2), and thence, by an easy 
transition, ‘sleight of hand,’ ‘fraud’ 
(ravoupyla, Suid.; comp. «xvBeve, 
‘Arrian, Epict. 11. 19, I. 21, cited by 
Wetat.): wGiov 5¢ ray KuBevévrwy 7d 
THde Kdxeice peradépew rods Wihdous 
xal wavolpywt Toro maetvy’ Theod.; 
see Suicer, Thesaur. s. v. Vol. II. p. 
181, Schoettg. Hor. Heb. Vol. I. p. 
775. év wavoupyla wpds Kk. 7. A.] 
‘in craftiness tending to the deliberate 
system of error,’ ‘ip astutia ad circum- 
ventionem erroris,’ Vulg.; appositio- 
nal and partly explanatory clause to 
the foregoing. The Auth. Ver. (comp. 
Syr.) is here too paraphrastic, and 
obscures the meaning of both pds 
and pedodeia. The former is not equi- 
valent to xard, Riick., ‘with,’ Peile, 
but denotes the aim, the natural tend- 
ency, of wavovpyla (comp. notes on 
Tit. i. 1); the wedodela rHs wi. is that 
which wavoupyia has in view (comp. 
apos Tov Karapr. ver. 12), and to 
which it is readily and naturally dis- 
posed. As wavoupyla is anarthrous, 
the omission of the art. before mpds 
(which induces Riick. incorrectly to 
refer the clause to gdepdmevor) is per- 
fectly regular; see Winer, Gr. § 20. 
4, p- 126. The somewhat rare 
term pedodela, a dls Aeydu. in the N.T. 
(see ch. vi. r1), must have its mean- 
ing fixed by pedosedw. This verb de- 
notes, ‘the pursuit, é&c. of a settled 
plan ’—(a) honestly (Diod. Sic. 1. 81, 
fe Thy Ad}Oeav éx ris éumecplas), or (b) 
dishonestly (Polyb. Fr. Hist. xxxvui. 
4- 19), and hence comes to imply ‘ de- 
ception,’ ‘fraud,’ with more or less of 
plan (2 Sam. xix. 27); comp. Chrys. 
on Eph. vi. 11. peOodeical dort rd dwa- 
Thoat Kal da ouvrédpou (unxav7js, Sav.) 
é\etv: see also Mtinthe, Obs. p. 367. 


Thus then peOodela is ‘a deliberate 
planning or system’ (Peile; riy un- 
xaviv éxddecev, Theod.), the further 
idea of ‘fraud’ (réxv7 7 56dos, Suid., 
éx:Bovdy, Zonar.) being here expressed 
in wAdyns: see Suicer, ‘Thesaur. s. v. 
Vol. 11. p. 329. The reading is doubt- 
ful: Tisch. (ed. 7) adopts the form 
LeGodlay with B'D' FGKLN, and seve- 
ral mss., but appy. without sufficient 
reason; as changes in orthography 
which may be accounted for by itacism 
or some mode of erroneous transcrip- 
tion must always be received with 
caution; comp. Winer, @r. § 5. 4, 
Pp. 47. awAdvyns has not here (nor 
Matth. xxvii. 64, 2 Thess. ii. 11) the 
active meaning of ‘misleading’ (De 


W., comp. Syr. sh ut sedu- 

cant), nor even necessarily that of 
‘delusion’ (Harl.), but its simple, 

classical, and regular meaning, ‘error,’ 

—‘erroris,’ Vulg., ‘airzeins,’ Goth. 

The gen. is obviously not the gen. 

olyecti (Riick.), but subjecti,—it is the 

wvdvy which pedodeve,—and thus 

stands in grammatical parallelism with - 
the preceding gen. ray dvfp. The use 

of the article must not be overlooked : 

it serves almost to personify wr\dv7, 

not however as metonymically for 

‘Satan’ (Beng.), but as ‘ Error’ in its 

most abstract nature, and thus renders 

the contrast to 7 d\#0eca, implied in 

a\nGedovres, more forcible and signifi- 

cant. 

15. GAnOevovres SE] ‘but holding 
the truth, walking truthfully,’ parti- 
cipial member attached to avéjowper, 
and with it grammatically dependent 
on wa (ver. 14),—the whole clause, as 
the use of 3é (after a negative sentence) 
seems distinctly to suggest (comp. 
Hartung, Partik. 5é, 2. 11, Vol. I. p. 
171), standing in simple and direct op- 


IV. 15. 
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position to the whole preceding verse 
(esp. to the concluding rAdyns, De W.), 
without however any reference to the 
preceding negation, which would ra- 
ther have required dd: see esp. 
Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 3, 361, Do- 
nalds. Cratyl. § 201. The meaning of 
d\7nGevew is somewhat doubtful. On 
the one hand, such translations as 
‘veritati operam dare’ (Calv.) and 
even ‘ Wahrheit festhalten’ (Riick.) 
are lexically untenable (see Rost u. 
Palm, Lex. 8. v. 4476. Vol. 1. p. 97); 
on the other, the common meaning, 
‘veritatem dicere* (ial. iv. 16), seems 
clearly exegetically unsatisfactory. It 
is best then to preserve an intermediate 
sense, ‘walking in truth’ (Olsh.), or 
(to preserve an antithesis in transl. 
between wAdvns and d\n.) ‘holding 
the truth,’ Scholef. (/Zints, p. 100),— 
which latter interpr., if ‘holding’ be 
not unduly pressed, is almost justified 
by Plato, Thecet. 202 B, ddnOevew Thy 
yuxiv [‘verum sentire,’ Ast] epi 
avré: so in etfect, but somewhat too 
strongly, Vulg., Clarom., Goth., ‘ ve- 
ritatem facientes,’ and sim. Copt. 

dv dydiy)] The connexion of these 
words has been much discussed. Are 
they to be joined—(a) with the parti- 
ciple (Syr., ASth., Theoph., (Ecum.), 
or—(b) with the finite verb (Theod., 
who however omits d\76., and appy. 
Chrys., tq dydry ouvdedendvor)? It 
must fairly be conceded that the order, 
the parallelism of structure with that 
of ver. 14, and still more the vital 
association between love and the truest 
form of truth (see Stier in loc.), are 
arguments of some weight in favour 
of (a); still the absence of any clear 
antithesis between é dy. and either of 
the preposit. clauses in ver. 14 forms a 
negative argument, and the concluding 
words of ver. 16 (whether ¢v dy. be 


joined immediately with adénow wotel- 
rat Mey., or with olxo8ouhy) supply a 
positive argument in favour of (5) of 
such force, that this latter connexion 
must be pronounced the more proba- 
ble, and certainly the one most in 
harmony with the context; comp. ch. 
i, 4. The order may have arisen from 
a desire to keep atrév as near as pos- 
sible to its relative. als adrév] 
‘tnto Him,’ Auth. Ver.; els not im- 
plying merely ‘in reference to’ (Mey.), 
—a frigid and unsatisfactory interpre- 
tation of which that expositor is too 
fond (comp. notes on Gal. iii. 27), nor 
‘for’ (Eadie), nor even simply ‘ unto,’ 
‘to the standard of’ (Conyb.; comp. 
els dvdpa réXecov, ver. 13), but retain- 
ing its fuller and deeper theological 
sense ‘into,’ so that avé. with els con- 
veys both ideas, ‘unto and into.’ The 
growth of Christians bears relation to 
Christ both as its centre and standard ; 
while the limits of that growth are 
defined by ‘the stature of the fulness 
of Christ,’ its centre is also, and must 
be, xn Him; comp. some profound re- 
marks in Ebrard, Dogmatik, § 445 aq. 
Ta wayra] ‘in all the parts in which 
we grow’ (Mey.), ‘in all the elements 
of our growth ;’ the article being thus 
most simply explained by the context. 
It now need scarcely be said that no 
‘supplement of xara’ (Eadie, Stier) 
is required; ra wdyra is the regular 
accus. of what is termed the quantita- 
tive object (Hartung, Casus, p. 46), and 
serves to characterize the extent of the 
action; see Madvig, Gr. § 27, Kriiger, 
Sprachl, § 46. 5. 4. 8s torw 
K.T.A.] ‘who is the Head, even Christ.’ 
There is here neither transposition 
(Grot., comp. Syr.), nor carelessness 
of construct. for els avrév rév Xp. 
(Pisc.). Instead of the ordinary form 
of simple, or what is termed paruthetic 


94 


TPOZ E®ESIOY2. 


16 ear 4 Kedady, Xpioros, €& oF Tav TO Toma cUvap- 
modoyoumevoy ai cuBiBaCouevoy dia warns apis Tis 


apposition (see exx. Kriiger, Sprachl. 
§ 57. 9), the Apostle, not improbably 
for the sake of making é¢ oJ, ver. 16, 
perfectly perspicuous (De W.), adopts 
the relatival sentence, with the struc- 
ture of which the apposition is asszmz- 
lated; see exx. Winer, Gr. § 48. 4. p. 
424 (ed. 5), and Stallb, Plat. Apol. 41 a. 
The reading is somewhat doubtful: 
Rec. prefixes the art. to Xp. with DEF 
GKLN‘; most mas.; Chrys., Theod. 
(De W., Mecy.),— but appy. on authority 
inferior to that for its omission, viz. 
ABCN!; 3 mss.; Did., Bas., Cyr., al. 
(Lachm., Tisch., Alf.). Internal argu- 
ments cannot safely be urged, as the 
. preponderance of instances of real 
omission (53) over those of insertion 
(31) is not very great; see the table 
drawn up by Rose in his ed. of Mid- 
dleton, Gr. Art. Append. II. p. 490 8q., 
and Gersdorf, Beitrdge, II. p. 272 sq. 
Under any circumstances the position 
of the word at the end of the verse 
gives it both force and emphasis, 

16. é ot] ‘from whom,’ Auth., 
‘ex quo,’ Syr., Vulg., Clarom.,—not 
‘in quo,’ AZth. (both); é& ov, as the 
instructive parallel, Col. ii. 19, clearly 
suggests, being joined with avdénow 
mwocetrat, and éx, with its proper and 
primary force of origin, source, denot- 
ing the origin, the ‘fons augmenta- 
tionis,’ Beng. ; see notes on Gal. ii. 16. 
It is not wholly uninteresting to re- 
mark that the force of the metaphor 
is enhanced by the apparent physiolo- 
gical truth, that the energy of vital 
power varies with the distance from 
the head : see Schubert, Gesch. der Seele, 
§ 22, p. 270 (ed. 1). ovvapp.odo- 
youpevoy] ‘being jfitly framed together ; 
pres. part., the action still going on: 
see notes on ch. ii. 21. ovvBt- 


Batépevov] ‘ compacted,’ -\olsoo 
y n 


{et colligatum]Syr., ‘connexum,’ Vulg., 
Clarom., ‘gagahaflib,’ Goth., — or more 
literally and with more special refer- 
ence to derivation [Ba-, Balyw], ‘put 
together ;’ comp. Col. ii. 19, and in a 
figurative sense, Acts ix. 22, xvi. 10. 
The difference of meaning between 
cuvapp. and ouvf. has been différently 
stated. According to Bengel, the first 
denotes the harmony, the second the 
solidity and firmness of the structure. 
Perhaps the more exact view is that 
which the simple meanings of the 
words suggest, viz. that. cuvB. refers 
to the aggregation, ovvapp. to the in- 
ter-adaptation of the component parts. 
The external authority for the form 
owBB. [AB(?)CD!FGN] is appy. suf- 
ficient to warrant the adoption of this 
less usual form; see Tisch. Prolegom. 
p. XLVI. Sia dons dois] 
“by means of every joint,’ ‘per omnem 
juncturain,’ Vulg., Clarom., and sim. 
all the ancient Vv. Meyer still re- 
tains the interpr. of Chrys., Theod., 
ag? = alc Onors, and connects the clause 
with ad& moetrar: but the parallel 
passage, Col. ii. 19, rav addy kal ovv- 
déouwy (observe esp. the omission of 
the 2nd article, Winer, § 19. 4, p. 116) 
leaves it scarcely doubtful that the 
meaning usually assigned (comp. A- 
then. 111, 202 E, Plut, Anton. 27) is 
correct, and that the clause is to be 
connected with the participles. 

tHs émyopnylas] ‘of the (spiritual) 
supply ;’ the article implying the spe- 
cific ércxop. which Christ supplies, rjjs 
xopyylas Trav xaptoudrwy, Chrys.: on 
the meaning of the word comp. notes 
on Gal.iii.§. The gen. is not the gen. 
of apposition (Riick., Harl.), nor a 
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mere Hebraistic gen. of quality, ‘joint 
of ministry ’= ‘ministering joint’ (Peile, 
Green, Gramm. N. T. p. 264; comp. 
Winer, Gr. § 34. 3. b, p. 211), but a 
kind of gen. definitivus, by which the 
predominant use, purpose, or destina- 
tion of the d¢ is specified and cha- 
racterized; see Heb. ix. 21, oxevn rijs 
Aecroupylas, and comp. the exx. cited 
by Winer, Gr. § 30. 2. 8, p. 170. The 
suggestion of Dobree (Advers. Vol. I. 
p- 573), partly adopted by Scholef., 
that éwcx. may be ‘materia suppedi- 
tata,’ is not very satisfactory or tena- 
ble; see Phil. i. 19. Kar 
ivipyaav «.7.0.] ‘according to energy 
in the measure of (sc. commensurate 
with) each individual part; t@ pey 
Suvauévp wréov SésacGarc wréov, rq de 
é\drrw Gkarrov’ Chrys. These words 
may be connected either (a) with 
érixoprylas,—the omission of the art. 
is no objection (Riick.), as 7 éwex. xar’ 
évépy. may form one idea (Winer, Gr. 
§ 20. 2, p. 123), or (b) with the parti- 
ciples, or yet again (c) with the finite 
verb. As the expressions of the clause 
far more appropriately describe the 
nature of the growth than either the 
mode of compaction or the degree of 
the supply, the latter construction is 
to be preferred. Kar’ évépy. is then 
a modal predication, appended to 
wovetrat, defining the nature of the adé- 
nots: this growth is neither abnormal 
nor proportionless, but is regulated by 
& vital power which is proportioned to 
the nature and extent of the separate 
parts. Dobree (Advers. Vol. 1. p. 573) 
strongly condemns this translation, 
but, as it would seem, without suffi- 
cient reason. His own translation, 
which connects xar’ évépy. with évds 


éx. wép, and isolates év wérpy, impairs 
the force of the deep and consolatory 
truths which the ordinary connexion 
suggests. For a good practical appli- 
cation see Eadie in loc. The 
reading “éous is fairly supported [AC ; 
Vulg., Copt., Syr., al.; Cyr., Chrys., 
al.], but is appy. rightly rejected by 
most recent editors, as a gloss on pué- 
pous suggested by the preceding cwya 
and the succeeding owparos. 

tiv até Tov coparos trovtrar] ‘ pro- 
motes, carries on, the growth of the 
body,’—owaros being probably added 
for the sake of perspicuity, and s0 
practically taking the place of the re- 
ciprocal pronoun; comp. Winer, Gr. 
§ 22. 2, p. 130, Kriiger, Xen. Anad. 
p. 27. Stier, perhaps not incorrectly, 
finds in the repetition of the noun an 
enunciation of a spiritual truth, echoed 
Ly éavrod,—that the body makes in- 
crease of the body, and so is a living 
organism ;— that its growth is not due 
to aggregations from without, but to 
vital forces from within; compare 
Harless. The middle rocetras 
is perhaps not to be insisted on as 
confirming this (as Alf.), this form 
appy. being not so much reflexive 
(Wordsw.) as intensive and indicative 
of the energy with which the process 
is carried on; see Kriiger, Sprachl. 
& 52. 7. 1, comp. Donalds. Gr. 432. 
2. als olxoSopiy davrod dy 
dy.] ‘ for building up of steel in love,’ 
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{ut “in caritate perficiatur sedificium 
ejus] Syr. ; end and object of the adé- 
now wovetrac: love is the element in 
which the edification takes place. Meyer 
connects é dydry with avtrow rose: 
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Do not walk as dark- 
ened, hardened, and 
feelingless heathens. 
Put off the old, and 
put on the new man. 


17. 74 &6vn] So Lachm. with ABD'FGR!; 5 mss.; Clarom., Sang., Aug., 


Boern., Vulg., Copt., 


Sahid., Auth. (both); Clem., Cyr., al.,—and appy. 


rightly, as the addition of N! may be considered more than sufficient to coun- 
terbalance the probability of oud having been left out as being imperfectly 


understood (ed. 1, 2). 


great majority of mss.; Syr. (both); Goth., al. ; 


ed. 2 and 7). 


tat, to harmonize with ver. 15, but 
without sufficient reason, and in opp. 
to the obvious objection that atinow 
wovetrat is thus associated with two 
limiting prepositional clauses, and the 
unity of thought proportionately im- 
paired; comp. Alf, én loc. 

17. Tovro ody Adyw] ‘This J say 
then; this, sc. what follows; connect- 
ing the verse with the hortatory por- 
tion commenced ver. 1—3, by resump- 
tion on the negative side (unxére rept- 
waretv) of the exhortation previously 
expressed on the positive side, ver. 
I—3 (wapakx. dilws repirariioat), but 
interrupted by the digression, ver. 4 
—16; rddw dvéd\aBe ris mapawécews 
7d mpoolusov' Theod. On this resump- 
tive force of oty, see Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 11. p. 718, and notes on Gal. ili. 
5. The illative force advocated by 
Eadie after Meyer (ed. 1) is here impro- 
bable, and rightly retracted by Meyer 
(ed. 2); comp. Donalds. Gr. § 548. 31. 
papripopat év Kup] ‘testify, solemn- 
ly declare (‘ quasi testibus adbibitis’), 
in the Lord,—not ‘per Dominum’ 
(udprupa dé rdv Kupiov xadd, Chrys. ; 
see Fritz. Rom. ix. 1, Vol. It. p. 241), 
nor even as specifying the authority 
upon which (‘tanquam Christi discipu- 
lus,’ Fritz. Rom. Vol. 11. p. 84), but, 
as usual, defining the element or sphere 
én which the declaration is made: comp. 
Rom. ix. 1, dAjGeav Adyw év Xp.; 2 
Cor. ii. 17, & Xp. Nadoduev,—scarcely 
correctly translated by Fritz. ‘ut ho- 


(Tékva, 


The authorities for ra Aouad €6vn are D?D3EKLN!; 


; Chrys., Theod. (Rec., Tisch. 


mines cum Christo nexi;’ 1 Thess. iv. 
{, tapaxadotuey év Kuply, and see 
notes in loc. By thus sinking his own 
personality, the Apostle greatly en- 
hances the solemnity of his declaration. 
On this use of apr. see notes on Gal. 
v. 3, and comp. Raphel. Annot. Vol. 
II. p. 478, 595- pyxére dpds 
mwepiratety] ‘that ye no longer (must) 
walk ;’ subject and substance of the 
hortatory declaration; see Acts xxi. 
20, Néywy wn wepirduvew avrov’s Ta 
In objective sentences of this 
nature (see esp. Donalds. Gr. § 584 8q.) 
the infinitive frequently involves the 
same conception that would have been 
expressed in the direct sentence by the 
imperative, and is usually (but incor- 
rectly) explained by an ellipsis of detv: 
see Winer, Gr. § 44. 3. b, p. 288, Lo- 
beck, Phryn. 753 8q., and compare 
Heindorf on Plato, Protag. p. 346 B. 

kal ra vn] ‘the Gentiles also; with 
tacit reference to their own former 
state when unconverted ; the «ai intro- 
ducing a comparison or gentle contrast 
between the emphatically expressed 
buds, and the 267 of which but lately 
they formed a part; see notes on xal, 
verses 4, 32, and on PA. iv. 12. If 
Aourd be retained it would imply that 
the Ephesians, though Christians, still 
fell under the general denomination of 
Gentiles: it would also appy. convey a 
hint reminding them what they once 
were, and what they now ought not to 
be; see Wolf in loc. 
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dv paracéryre «.t.A.] Sin the vanity 
of their mind;’ sphere of their moral 
walk; compare Rom. i. 21, éuaraw- 
Oncav dv rots Siaroyonots atray. 
Chrys. rightly explains the words by 
To wept ra pdrata thoxod\jcOa, but 
is probably not correct in restricting 
them to idolatry, as udraios and pa- 
rai6w do not necessarily involve any 
such reference; compare Fritz. Rom. 
Vol. 1. p. 65. The reference seems 
rather to that general depravation of 
the voids (the higher moral and intel- 
lectual element), which was the uni- 
versal characteristic of heathenism; 
see Usteri, Lehrb. 1. 3, p. 35 sq., and 
notes on 1 Tim. vi. §, 2 Tim. iii. 8. 
18. loxorirpévor... Svres] ‘being 
darkened :’ participial clause defining 
their state, and accounting for the pre- 
ceding assertion (Donalds. (7r. § 616); 
éoxor. (opp. to mwedwricpuévar, ch. i. 
18; comp. Rom. i. 21, xi. 10, 1 Thess, 
v. 4) referring to their state of moral 
darkness, and dvres (rightly referred 
by Tisch. and Lachm. to éoxor., not 
to dnd. [Eadie], a punctuation 
which mars the emphatic parallelism 
of the initial perf. participles) mark- 
ing, somewhat pleonastically after the 
perf. part., its permanent and endur- 
ing state; comp. Winer, (ir. § 45. 5, 
p. 3tr. The apparently conjugate 
nature of the clauses (comp, évres... 
odcav) has led Olsh. and others to 
couple together éoxor. x.7.A. and da 
riv dyv. as relating to the intellect, 
amrnvX. «.T.A. and dia Thy wwp. as re- 
lating to the feelings. 
though at first sight plausible, will not 
be found logically satisfactory. ‘Their 
being éoxor. x.7.d. could scarcely be 
said to be the consequence of their 
&yvoa (‘iznorance’ simply, Acts iii. 
17, xvii. 30, and appy. 1 Pet. i. 14), 


This however, 


but rather vice versd ; whereas it seems 
perfectly consistent to say that their 
alienation was caused by their igno- 
rance, and still more by the ensuing 
mwpowots. Hence the punctuation of 
the text. The reading éoxoriopévoe 
is not perfectly certain ; the more clas- 
sical éoxorwuévoe is found in ABN; 
Ath. (Lachm., Tisch. ed. 7), but has 
scarcely sufficient support to warran 
its reception in the text. 

Ty Svavolg] ‘tn their understanding,’ 
‘in their higher intellectual nature,’ 
5idtod0s oye, Orig., comp. Beck, 
Seelenl, 11. 19, p. 58; see ch. ii. 3, and 
Joseph. Antiy. 1X. 4. 3, Thy didvoay 
éwecxotionévous. The dat. (‘of refer- 
ence to’) denotes the particular sphere 
to which the ‘darkness’ is limited ; 
see notes on Gal. i. 22, Winer, Gr. 
§ 31. 6, p. 193. The distinction be- 
tween this dat. and the acc., as in 
Joseph. /.¢., is not very easy to define, 
as such an accus. has clearly some of 
the limiting character which we pro- 
perly assign to the dat.; see Hartung, 
Casus, p. 62. Perhaps the acc. might 
denote that the darkness extended 
over the mind, the dat. that it has its 
seat in the mind; see Kriiyver, Sprachl. 
$46. 4. 1. darnAdorpiopévor] 
‘being alienated from,’ addédTptoe Ka- 
Gecrdres, Theod.-Mops. ; see notes on 
ch. ii. 12. THs Lwijs Tou Ocov] 
‘the life of God.’ This is one of the 
Imany cases (sce Winer, (ir. § 30. 
1. obs. p. 168) where the nature of 
the gen., whether objecti or sudbjecti, 
must be determined solely from exe- 
getical considerations. As {wh ap- 
pears never to denote ‘course of life’ 
(e.g. Th» év dpergG (wiv, Theod.) in 
the N.T., but ‘the principle of life’ 
as opp. to @dvyaros (comp. Trench, 
Synon. § 27), to Oeod will more natu- 
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rally be the gen. suly. or auctoris, ‘the 
life which God gives;’ comp. S¢xaco- 
ovvn Geod, Rom. i. 17, with 7 éx O. dex., 
Phil. iii. 9. It is however probable 
that we must advance a step farther, 
and regard the gen. as possessive. 
This unique expression will then de- 
note not merely the rakcyyevecla, but 
in the widest doctrinal application, 
‘the life of God’ in the soul of man; 
comp. Olsh. and Stier in loc., and see 
esp. the good treatise on fw} in Olsh. 
Opusc. p. 185 sq. TV 
otcay év atrots seems intended to 
point out the indwelling, deep-seated, 
nature of the dyvoia, and to form a 
sort of parallelism to rijs xap8. adrdv. 
Meyer (compare Peile) conceiving that 
the words indicate the subordination 
of da riv rwp. to dda thy Ay. re- 
moves the comma after airois. This 
is certainly awkward: St Paul’s more 
than occasional use of co-ordinate 
clauses (e. g. Gal. iv. 4) leads us to re- 
gard both members as dependent on 
danAx. (Orig.), and structurally inde- 
pendent of each other; though, as the 
context seems to suggest, the latter 
may be considered slightly explanatory 
of the former, and (like dwm\i.) ex- 
pressive of a state naturally conse- 
quent: see esp. Orig. Caten. p. 175. 

aadpwoiw] ‘ cullousness,” ‘hardness,’— 
not ‘cecitatem,’ Syr. (both), Vulg., 
Clarom., Aith. (both), Arm. (xwpwors, 
% ridrwots, Suid.), but ‘ obduratio- 
nem,’ Copt. (thém,—which however 
includes both significations), ‘dau- 
bipos,” Goth.,— 4 édaxdry dvadypola, 
Theod. The word rwpwors is not de- 
rived from zwpds ‘czecus’ (‘ vox, ut 
videtur, @ grammaticis ficta,’ Fritz. 
Rom. xi. 7, Vol. 1. p. 452), and cer- 
tainly not from mépos (dtagpdrrev), 


as appy. Chrys., but from mépos ‘ tuff- 
stone,’ and thence from the similarity 
of appearance, a ‘morbid swelling’ 
(Aristot. Hist. An. III. 19), the ‘callus’ 
at the extremity of fractured bones 
(Med. Writers). The adject. wrwpés, 
in the sense of radalawpos (Hesych.), 
is cognate with mnpés, and derived 
from ITAQ, wdoexw; comp. Phavor. 
Eclog. 150. b, p. 396 (ed. Dind.). 

19. otruves] ‘men who;’ explana- 
tory force of darts; see notes on Gal. 
ii. 4, iv. 24. darnAyynxéres] 
‘being past feeling,’ Auth.,—an admi- 
rable translation. The use of the 
semi-technical term rwpwors suggests 
this appropriate continuation of the 
metaphor. There is then no reference 
to mére ‘desperatio’ (comp. Polyb. 
Hist. 1X. 40. 9, dwadyoivres rais é\- 
alot, and exx. in Raphel, Annot. Vol. 
Il. p. 479), a8 Syr., Vulg., Goth.,— 
but possibly with the reading of DEFG, 
al., dwn\mixéres,—nor even to that 


. feelingless state which is the result of 


it (Cicero, Epist. Fam. u. 16. 1, ‘des- 
peratione obduruisse ad dolorem no- 
vum,’ aptly cited by Beng.); but, as 
the context shows, to that moral apa- 
thy and deadness which supervenes 
when the heart has ceased to be sen- 
sible of the ‘stimuli’ of the conscience ; 
7d 8 dandynxétres Worep THY dxd wd- 
Gous rds mépn wodAdxis TOU owWmaros 
vevexpwyévuw, ols adyos ovdey éxeibey 
éyylverar’ Theod.-Mops. The gloss 
of Theoph. xareppaduunxéres (comp. 
Chrys.), adopted by Hamm. on Rom. 
i, 29, but appy. retracted here, is 
untenable, as it needlessly interrupts 
the continuity of the metaphor. 

éavrote] ‘ themselves,’ as Meyer well 
says, with frightful emphasis. It has 
been observed by Chrys. and others 
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that there is no opposition here with 
Rom. i. 26, rapéSwxer avrods 6 Oeds. 
The progress of sin is represented 
under two aspects, or rather two 
atages of its fearful course. By a 
perverted exercise of his free will man 
plunges himself into sin; the deeper 
demersion in it is the judicial act (no 
mere guyxwpnos, Chrys.) of God; 
comp. Wordsw. in luc. 

vy doedyelq] ‘ Wantonness.’ On the 
meaning and derivation of this word, 
see notes ov Gal. v. 19, and comp. 
Trench, Synon. § 16. 

els lpyaclay] ‘to working ;’ conscious 
object of the fearful self-abandonment : 
épyac. gnolv, EOevro rd mpaypa'... 
dpe@s ws avrovs drocrepel cuyyvumns’ 
Chrys. maons] ‘of every 
kind,’ whether natural or unnatural ; 
poxela, wopvela, wadepagria, Chrys. 
As St Paul most commonly places 
was before, and not, as here, after the 
abstract (anarthrous) subst., it seems 
proper to express in transl. the full 
force of wdons: comp. notes on ch. i. 
8, év wheoveg(q] ‘in (not ‘with’) 
coretousness;’ év marking the condi- 
tion, the prevailing state or frame of 
mind in which they wrought the axaé. 
The word w\eoveéla (‘amor habendi,’ 
Fritz., ‘bonum alienum ad se redigit, ’ 
Beng. on Rom. i. 29) is here explained 
by Chrys. and appy. some Greek Ff. 
(see Suicer, Zhesaur. Vol. II. p. 750, 
but comp. p. 748), followed by Ham- 
mond (in a valuable note on om. i. 
29), and by Trench, Synon. § 24, as 
duerpla, ‘immoderate, inordinate de- 
rire.’ In support of this extended 
meaning the recital of wAeovetia with 
xing of the flesh, 1 Cor. v. 11, Eph. v. 
3, Col. iii. §, is popularly urged by 
Trench and others, but appy., as a 
critical examination of the passages 
will show, without full conclusiveness. 
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For example, in 1 Cor. v. 10, Tots 
mépvots ] Tots wAeovéxras Kal Apratw 
(Lachm., Tisch.), the use of the dis- 
junctive 7 between wépy. and m)eov. 
opp. to the conjunctive xal between 
mieov. and dpr., and eap. the omission 
of the art. before dpm. (Winer, Gr. $19, 
4. d, p. 116), tend to prove the very 
reverse, Again in Eph. v. 3, wopvela 
is joined with dxa@apala by xal, while 
w\coveg. is disjoined from them by #: 
see notes. Lastly in Col. iii. 5, the pre- 
ceding anarthrous, unconnected nouns, 
mwopy., axa., rd8., have no very close 
union with Kal rhy wreovetlay x. 7. X., 
from which too they are separated by 
ériOuulay Kxaxhv: see notes in loc. 
While therefore we may admit the 
deep significance of the spiritual fact 
that this sin is mentioned in connexion 
with strictly carnal sins, we inust also 
deny that there are grammatical or 
contextual reasons for obliterating the 
idea of coretousness and self-seeking 
which seems bound up in the word ; 
see esp. Miiller, Doctr. of Sin, 1. 1. 3. 
2, Vol. 1. p. 169 (Clark). 

20. Spets 84] ‘ But you’, emphatic, 
with distinct and marked contrast 
to these unconverted and feelingless 
heathen. ox obtos epabere 
vrov Xp.] ‘did not THUS learn Christ,’ 
—but on principles very different ; 
the o’rws obviously implying much 
more than is expressed (‘litotes’); ra 
To0 deowdrou Xpicrod mavrdracw évay- 
rla’ Theod. This use of pav6. with 
an accus. persone is somewhat difficult 
to explain, and is probably unique. 
Raphel (Annot. Vol. 11. p. 480) cites 
Xen. Hell. 11. 1. 1, but the examp‘e 
is illusory. The common interpr. 
Xpiords = ‘doctrina Christi’ (Grot., 
Turner) is frigid and inadmissible, and 
the use of éudfere in the sense of 
‘learnt to know,’ scil. ‘who He is and 
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what He desires’ (Riick.), has not 
appy. any lexical authority. We can 
only then regard Xp. as the object 
which is learnt (or heard, ver. 21), the 
content of the preaching, so that the 
hearer, as it were, ‘takes up into him- 
self and appropriates the person of 
Christ Himself’ (Olsh.): compare the 
similar but not identical expression, 
waparaySdvew tov Xpiordv "Ino., Col. 
ii. 6; see notes in loc, 

a1. aye] ‘if indeed,’ ‘tum certe si;’ 
not ‘since,’ Eadie: see notes, ch. iii. 2, 
Hartung, Partik. Vol. 1. p. 407 8q. 
The explanation of Chrys. odx dydi- 
Bdddovros éorl, dANA Kal opddpa 81a- 
BeBaounévov, is improved on by 
CEcum., deel elwev, dudiBddAd\gw yap 
et ris Tov Xp. dxovoas xal SidaxGels ev 
abr@ roaira rpdrret. 
atrév yxotoare] ‘ye heard Him; 
aébrdv being put forward with empha- 
sis ;—if indeed it was Him, His divine 
voice and divine Self, that you really 
heard.’ Alf. pertinently compares 
John x. 27, but observe that the adrdy 
is here used in the same sort of inclu- 
sive way as Tov Xpioréy, ver. 20. No 
argument can fairly be deduced from 
this that St Paul had not himself in- 
structed the readers (De W.); see on 
ch. iii. 2. év avr] ‘in Him?’ 
not ‘by Him,’ Auth., Arm., or ‘illius 
nomine,’ Beng., but, as usual, ‘in 
union with Him ;’ see Winer. Gr. § 48. 
a, p. 345. Meyer calls attention to 
the precision of the language, adrév 
jxotcare pointing to the first recep- 
tion, éy airg éd8dx. to the further 
instruction which they had received 
as Christians. Both are included in 
the foregoing éuddere rdv Xpicrdv. 
KaOdg doriv dA20. «x. 7. A.] ‘a8, or ac- 
cording as, is truth in Jesus.’ The 
meaning and connexion of this clause 
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are both obscure, and have received 
many different interpretations, most 
of which involve errors affecting one 
or more of the following particulars, 
—the meaning of xa6ws (Riick.), the 
position of éorly (Olsh.), the meaning 
of d\}Gea (Harl.), the absence of the 
art. before it (Auth.), the designation 
of Christ by His historical rather than 
oficial name (Mey.), and finally the 
insertion of buds (De W.). It is ex- 
tremely difficult to assign an inter- 
pretation that shall account for and 
harmonize all of these somewhat con- 
flicting details. Perhaps the following 
will be found least open to exception. 
The Apostle, having mentioned the 
teaching the Ephesians had received 
(285d 9.), notices first (not parenthe- 
tically, Beza) the form and manner, 
and then the substance of it. Kadws 
x.7.X. is thus a predication of manner 
attached to ¢5:8., and implies, not ‘as 
truth is in Jesus’ (Olsh.), which de- 
parts from the order and involves a 
modification of the simple meaning of 
é\%0.; nor (as it might have been ex- 
pressed) ‘as is truth,’ abstractedly,— 
but, ‘as is truth—in JESsus,’ embodied, 
as it were, in a personal Saviour, and 
in the preaching of His cross. The 
substance of what they were taught is 
then specified, not without a faint 
imperative force, by the infin. with 
vpas; the pronoun being added either 
on account of the introduction of the 
new subject *Incot (Winer, Gr. § 44. 
3, p. 288), or more probably to mark 
their contrast, not only with the Gen- 
tiles before mentioned, but with their 
own former state as implied in thy 
mxporépay dvacrpogyy. Meyer, follow- 
ing Gicum. 2, connects the inf. with 
éoriy dd76., a2 construction not gram- 
matically untenable (Jelf, Gr. § 669, 
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comp. Madvig, Synt. § 164. 3), but 
somewhat forced and unsatisfactory. 
Stier, after Beng., regards dwro@. as 
& resumption of unk. wepim., ver. 17, 
but yet is obliged to admit a kind of 
connexion with é5:d. x. r. X. 

22, dro0écbar tpnds] ‘that ye put 
of;’ objective sentence (Donalds. Gr. 
§ 584) dependent on é6:5., and specify- 
ing the purport and substance of the 
teaching; see Winer, G7. § 48. a. obs. 
Pp. 349, and comp. Orig. Caten. The 
metaphor is obviously ‘a vestibus 
sumpta,’ Beza(Kom. xiii. 12, Col. iii. 8), 
and stands in contrast to évdvc. ver. 
24; see Usteri, Lekrd. 11. I. 3, p. 220. 
The translation of Peile, ‘that you 
have put off,’ is very questionable, as 
the aor. is here only used in accord- 
ance with the common law of suc- 
cession of tenses (Madvig, Synt. § 171, 
sq.), and perhaps with reference (ob- 
serve évdtcacGac ver. 24, a8 compared 
with dvaveoicAa:) to the speedy, single 
nature of the act; but comp. notes on 
ch, iii. 4, and on I Thess. v. 27. 
Equally untenable is the supposition 
that the inf. is equivalent to the imper. 
(Luther, Wolf); not however because 
vuds is attached to it (Eadie, for see 
Winer, Gr. § 44. 3. b, p. 288), but be- 
cause this usage is only found (ex- 
cluding Epic Greek) in laws, oracles, 
é&c. or in clauses marked by special 
warmth or earnestness; comp. Bern- 
hardy, Synt. 1X. 3, p. 358. But few 
certain instances, ¢.g. Phil. iii. 16 (see 
notes), are found in the language of 
the N.T. KATG Tilv por. 
dvactp.|] ‘as concerns your former 
conversation,’ ‘quoad pristinam vivendi, 
concupiscendi, et peccandi consuetu- 
dinem,’ Corn. a Lap. ; specification of 
that with regard to which the dwo- 
Gécbar rov wad. dvOp. was especially 


carried out; xard here not having its 
more usual sense of measure, but, as 
the context seems to require, the less 
definite one of reference to; comp. 
Rom. ix. 5, and see Rost u. Palm, 
Lex. s. v. Vol. I. p. 1599. The con- 
struction rdv wad. dyOp. xard x. T,X. 
(Jerome, cum.) is opposed to the 
order, and to all principles of perspi- 
cuity, —not however positively to ‘the 
laws of language,’ Eadie, for comp. 
Winer, Gr. § 20. 2, p. 123,—and is 
distinctly untenable. The expressive 
word dvacrpop) is confined (in its 
present sense) to the N.T. (Gal. i. 13, 
1 Tim. iv. 12, al.), to the Apocrypha 
(Tob. iv. 14, 2 Macc. v. 8), and to 
later Greek (Polyb. Hist. tv. 82, Ar- 
rian, Epict. 1. 9); compare Suicer, 
Thes. Vol. I. p. 322. Tov 
madavov dvOpwrrov] ‘the old man,’ t.e. 
our former unconverted self: personi- 
fication of our whole sinful condition 
before regeneration (Rom. vi. 6, Col. 
iii. 9), opposed to the xawds or véos 
dyOpwaos (ver. 24, Col. iii. 10) and the 
kawh xriots (Gal. vi. 18), or, if re- 
garded in another point of view (comp. 
Chrys.), to the rw dv6p., ch. iii. 16, 
Rom. vii. 22: see Harless, Ethtk, § 22, 
Pp. 97, and comp. Suicer, Thesaur. 
Vol. 1. p. 352. rov dbaps- 
pevov] ‘which waxeth corrupt,’ del 
Pbelpera, Orig. Caten.; further de- 
finition and specification of the pro- 
gressive condition of the radatds dy6p., 
—not however with any causal force 
(ed. 1), as this would be expressed 
either by a relative clause (see on 
1 Zim. ii. 4), or a part. without the 
article. The tense of the part. (pres., 
—not imperf., Beng.) must here be 
noticed and pressed, as marking that 
inner process of corruption and moral 
disintegration which is not only the 
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characteristic (Auth.) but the steadily 
progressive condition of the rad. dv6p.; 
contrast xricOévra ver. 24. Meyer 
refers @@eip. to ‘eternal destruction’ 
(comp. Hows.), regarding the pres. as 
involving a future meaning. This is 
tenable (see Bernhardy, Synt. X. 2, p. 
371), but seems inferior to the fore- 
going, as drawing off attention from 
the true present nature of the pro- 
gressive @0opd: comp. Gal. vi. 8, and 
see notes in loc. 

xara has here no direct reference to 
instrumentality (sc. = dd, Gicum., bd, 
Theoph., comp. Syr.), but, as the par- 
tial antithesis xara Oedy (ver. 24) sug- 
gests, its usual meaning of ‘accordance 
to;’ in which indeed a faint reference 
to the occasion or circumstances con- 
nected with or arising from the ac- 
cordance may sometimes be traced ; 
see notes on Phil. ii, 3, and on Tit. iii. 
5. Kara ras ér:@. is however here 
simply ‘in accordance with the lusts,’ 


‘secundum desideria,’ Vulg., yo| 
y 


o =z 
Aga [secundum concupiscen- 


tias] Syr.-Phil., 2. ¢. just as the nature 
and existence of such lusts imply and 
necessitate: comp. Winer, Gr. § 49. d, 
p. 358. THs dardrys] ‘of 
Deceit? gen. suljecti, » dxdrn being 
taken so abstractedly (Middleton, Gr. 
Art. V. 1, 2) a8 to be nearly personified 
(Mey ). The paraphrase ém:Ouulat drra- 
7Tydal (Beza, Auth.) is very unsatis- 
factory, and mars the obvious anti- 
thesis to r7js dA7Oelas ver. 24. 

23. dvaveovobar 84] ‘and that ye 
be renewed ;? contrasted statement, on 
the positive side (‘ dé alii rei aliam ad- 
jicit, ut tamen ubivis queedam oppositio 
declaretur,’ Klotz, Devar. Vol. II. p. 
362), of the substance of what they 
had been taught, which had been 


previously specified on its negative 
side, ver. 22. It has been doubted 
whether dvaveoic Gat is pass. or middle. 
The act. is certainly rare (Thom. M. 
p- 52, ed. Bern.; comp. Psalm xxix. 
2, Aq.); still, as Harless satisfactorily 
shows, the middle, both in its simple 
and metaphorical sense, is so com- 
pletely devoid of any reflexive force 
(comp. even dvaveod ceavréy, Antonin. 
Iv. 3), and is practically so purely 
active in meaning, that no other form 
than the passive (opp. to Stier) can 
possibly harmonize with the context; 
comp. dvaxawodcGa, 2 Cor. iv. 16, 
Col. iii. 10, and see Hofm. Schriftb. 
Vol. 11. 2, p. 269. The meaning of 
dvd, restoration to a former, not neces- 
sarily a primal state, is noticed by 
Winer (de Verb. c. Prep. M1. p. 10); 
and the distinction between dyaveoi- 
oGac (‘recentare,’—more subjective, 
and perhaps with prevailing ref. to 
renovation) and dvaxawodoGa (‘reno- 
vare,’—more objective, and perbaps 
with prevailing ref. to regeneration) 
by Tittmann, Synon. p. 60; comp. 
Trench, Synon. § 18, and see notes on 
Col. iii. 10. 7 Tvebpare 
Tov vods vy. ‘by the Spirit of your 
mind.’ In this unique and somewhat 
ambiguous expression, the gen. vods 
may be explained either as—(a) appo- 
sitive, ‘spiritus que mens vocatur,’ 
August. de Trin. XIV. xvi.; 80 appy. 
Tay‘or, Duct. Dub. 1. 1. 7, comp. ib. 
on Repent. 11. 2. 12 :—(b) partitive, ‘the 
governing spirit of the mind,’ De W.., 
Eadie, ry dpphy rod vods rvevparixiy, 
Theod. ;—or (c) possessive, ‘the (Di- 
vine) Spirit united with the human 
avedua (comp. Hooker, Eccl. Pol.1. 7. 
1), with which the voids as subject is 
endued, and of which it is the recep- 
taculum,’ r@ Iv. rg ev rg vg, Chrys. 
Of these (a) is manifestly, as Bp Bull 
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designates it, ‘a flat and dull inter- 
pretation;’ (6) even if not metaphy- 
sically or psychologically doubtful, is 
exegetically unsatisfactory ; while on 
the contrary (c), now adopted by Mey., 
has a full scriptural significance: 
7d IIv. is the Holy Spirit, which by 
its union with the human mveiua be- 
comes the agent of dvaxalywois roi 
vods, Rom. xii. 2, and the vois is the 
seat of His working,—where paradrys 
(ver. 17) once was, but now xawdrns. 
The dat. is thus not, as in (a) and (6), 
a mere dat. ‘of reference to’ (ver. 17), 
but a dat. instrument’,—scil. d:d II». 
éorw dvaxalyiois, Gicum., Srep dvaveot 
quads, Orig. Caten.; see Tit. iii. 5, and 
comp. Collect for Christmas Day. 
This interpr. is ably defended by Bull, 
Disc. v. p. 477 (Engl. Works, Oxf, 
1844); see also Waterl. Regen. Vol. v. 
p- 434, Usteri, Zehrb. 11. 1. 3, p. 227, 
and Fritz. Nov. Opusce. Acad. p. 224. 
The only modification, or rather ex- 
planation, which it has seemed neces- 
sary to add to the view in ed. 1, is 
that rg IIv. (as above stated) is not 
the Holy Spirit regarded exclusively 
and per se, but as in a gracious union 
with the human spirit. With this 
slight rectification, the third interpr. 
seems to have a very strong claim on 
our attention: contra Wordaw. tn loc. ; 
comp. also Delitzsch, Bibl. Psychol. Iv. 
5) P- 144. 

a4. Kal byBtcacGar] ‘and that ye 
put on:’ further and more distinct 
statement on the positive side corre- 
sponding to the drodécPa on the neya- 
tive; the change of tense (aor.) being 
appy. intentional; see notes on ver. 
22. The arguments of Anabaptists 
based on this verse are answered by 
Taylor, Liberty of Proph. § 18. ad. 31. 
It is very improbable that there is here 


aAvnGetas. 


any allusion to baptism; the ‘putting 
on the new man’ refera to the renora- 
tion of the heart afterwards; comp. 
Waterl. Regen. Vol. v. p. 434. The 
metaphorical and dogmatical meaning 
is investigated in Suicer, Thesaur. 8.v. 
Vol. I. p. 1113. Tov Kato 
dvOp.] ‘the new man.’ It is scarcely 
necessary to observe that the xaw. 
évOp. is not Christ (Zanch. ap. Pol. 
Syn.), but is in direct contrast to 7dy 
war. dvOp., and denotes ‘the holy 
form of human life which results from 
redemption,’ Miiller, Doctr. of Sin, 
Iv. 3. ad. fin., Vol. 1. p. 392 (Clark): 
comp. Col. iii. 10, where véos dvOp. 
stands in contrast to a former state 
(Wordsw. aptly compares Matth. ix. 
17, Mark ii. 22, Luke v. 38), as cawds 
here to one needing renewal ; see notes 
in loc., Trench, Synon. Part 11. § 10, 
and Harl. Ethik, § 22, p. 97. The 
patristic interpretations are given in 
Suicer, Zhesaur. Vol. I. p. 352. 

rov xara ©. xrvoO.] ‘ which after God 
hath been created,’—not ‘1s created,’ 
Auth., but ‘qui...creatus est,’ Vulg., 
Clarom., sim. Copt., with the proper 
force of the aor. in ref. to the past crea- 
tion in Christ: the new man is, as it 
were, @ holy garb or personality, not 
created in the case of each individual 
believer, but created once for all (‘ini- 
tio rei Christiane,’ Beng.), and then 
individually assumed. The key to this 
important passage is undoubtedly the 
striking parallel, Col. iii. 10, rév véoy 
Tov dvaxawoupevoy els éwlyywow Kar’ 
elxdva Tob xricayros avréy: from which 
it would almost seem certain (1) that 
xrioOévra in our present passage con- 
tains an allusion to Gen. i. 27, and 
suggests a spiritual connexion between 
the first creation of man in Adam and 
the second new creation in Christ; and 
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(2) that card Gedy, as illustrated by 
kar’ elx. x.7.d. Col. l.c., is rightly ex- 
plained as ‘ad exemplum Dei:’ comp. 
Gal. iv. 28, and see Winer, Gr. § 49. 
d, p. 358. Thus then from this passage 
compared with that from Col. we may 
appy. deduce the great dogmatic truth, 
—‘ut quod perdideramus in Adam, id 
est secundum imaginem et similitudi- 
nem esse Dei, hoc in Christo Jesu 
reciperemus,’ Irenzus, Her. 10. 18. I 
(ed. Mass.); see notes on Col. l.c. 
The justice of this deduction is doubt- 
ed by Miiller (Doctr. of Sin, rv. 3, Vol. 
Il. p. 392), but without sufficient rea- 
son; see esp. the admirable treatise «-f 
Bp. Bull, State of Man, &c. p. 445 8q. 
(English Works, Oxf. 1844), and De- 
litzsch, Bibl. Psychol. 11. 2, p. §t. On 
the nature and process of this revival 
of the image of God, see Jackson, 
Creed, Book VIII. 35. 1. 

dv Suxatoc. xal dorér.] ‘in righteous- 
ness and holiness ;’ tokens and charac- 
teristics of the divme image ; é» defining 
the state in which a similitude to that 
image consists and exhibits itself 
(Olsh.). The usual distinction between 
these two substantives, doidrns pep 
wpos Oedy, Stxacooivyn 5é rpds dvOpwrous 
Oewpeirat (Philo, de Abrah. Vol. 11. p. 
30, ed. Mang., comp. Tittm. Synon. 
p- 25), is not here wholly applicable: 
as Harless shows from 1 Tim. ii. 8, 
Heb. vii. 7, that the term decér7s [on 
the doubtful derivation, see Pott, £t. 
Forsch. Vol. 1. p. 126, contrasted with 
Benfey, Wurzellex. Vol. 1. p. 436] in- 
volves not merely the idea of ‘piety,’ 
but of ‘holy purity,’ rd xadapdv, Chrys. 
There is thus a faint contrast suggest- 
ed between dxadapola and m)eovetla 
in ver. 19, and dcxatoo. and docér. in 
the present verse. Olshausen (in an 
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Speak the truth, do 
not cherish an gef, or 
practise theft: utter 
no corrupt speech ; 
be not bitter. 


excellent note on this verse) comments — 
on this passage, Col. iii. 10, and Wis- 
dom it. 23 (also referred to by Bull), 
as respectively allu: ing to the Divine 
image under its ethical, intellectual, 
and physical aspects: this last refer- 
ence however seems somewhat doubt- 
{ul; comp. Grimm, én loc. 
vis dAnbelas] ‘of Truth;’ exactly 
opp. to ris dwdrys, ver. 22, and of 
course to be connected with both pre- 
ceding nouns. The adjectival solution 
(Beza, Auth.) wholly destroys the ob- 
vious and forcible antithesis, and the 
reading xal dX79ela [D'FG; Clarom., 
Sang., Boern. ; Cypr., al.] has noclaims 
on our attention. 

as. Avs] ‘ Wherefore,’ in reference 
to the truths expressed in the verses 
immediately preceding: elxav rdv wa- 
Aatdy AvOpwrov kaos, Nowrdv abrov 
kal vroypdpe: xara uépos* Chrys. The 
previous mention of d4\7ea seems to 
have suggested the first exhortation. 
On the use of &6 in the N.T., see notes 
on Gal. iv. 31. dtroGépevor 
7d WevSos) ‘having put off (aor. with 
ref. to the priority of the act ; comp. 
notes on ver. 8) lying,’ or rather false- 
hood, in a fully abstract sense (John 
Vili, 44),—not merely 7d evderOa:, 
scil. 7d Aadely Wevd7H: falsehood in 
every form is a chief characteristic of 
the wadaids dvfpwios, and, as Miiller 
well shows, comes naturally from thut 
selfishness which is the essence of all 
sin; see Doctr. of Sin, Vol. I. pass. The 
positive exhortation which follows is 
considered by Jerome not improbably 
@ reminiscence of Zachar. viii. 16, \a- 
Aetre aAjGeavy Exacros mpds [is the 
change to perd intentional, as better 
denoting ‘inter-communion,’ etc. ?] rév 
w\noloyv avrot. For a short sermon 
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on this text see August. Sern. CLXVI. 
Vol. v. p. go7 (ed Migne). 
Ste dopey x. 7.A.] ‘because we are mem: 
bers one of another.’ The force of the 
exhortation does not rest on any mere 
ethical considerations of our obliga- 
tions to society, or on any analogy that 
may be derived from the body (Chrys.), 
but on the deeper truth that in being 
members of one another we are mem- 
bers of the body of Christ (Rom. xii. 
5), of Him who was 7 4\}0ea xal 7 
fo}: see Harl. in loc. 

26. "Opylteoe xal pr) duaprdvere] 
‘ Be anyry, and sin not: a direct cita- 
tion from Psalm iv. 5, LXX. The 
original words are INDE) Ww, 


which, though appy. more correctly 
translated ‘ tremble and, <tc.’ (Gesen., 
Ewald, J. Olsh., opp. to Hengst. and 
Hitziz), are adduced by St Paul from 
the Greek version, as best embodying 
a salutary and practical precept ; comp. 
ver, 25, The command itself has re- 
ceived many different explanations, 
though nearly all become ultimately 
coincident. (1) The usual interpr. ‘si 
contingat vos irasci’ (‘though ye be 
angry,’ Butler, Serm. viil.; still main- 
tained by Zyro, Stud. u. Arit. 1841, 
p. 681 sq.) is founded on the union of 
two imperatives in Hebrew (Gen. xlii. 
18, Prov. xx. 13, Gesen. Gr. § 127. 2), 
and in fact any cultivated language, 
to denote condition and result. This 
however is here inapplicable, for the 
solution would thus be not épycfdpuevoe 
By dpap., but day dpylinabe otx auap- 
tnoere [not -cecOe in N.T.], which 
cannot be intended. (2) Winer (('r. 
8 43. 2, p. 279) more plausibly con- 
ceives the first imper. permissive, the 
second jussire: comp. the version of 
Symm. dpy. ddAAa wh duapr. Itis true 
indeed that a permissive impcr. is 


found occasionally in the N. T. (1 Cor. 
vii. 15, perhaps Matth. xxvi. 48), still 
the close union by «al of two impera- 
tives of similar tense, but with a dis- 
similar imperatival force, is, as Meyer 
has observed, logically unsatisfactory. 
(3) The following interpr. seems the 
most simple: both imperatives are jus- 
sire; as however the second imper. is 
used with 7, its jussive force is there- 
by enhanced, while the affirmative 
command is by juxta-position so much 
obscured, as to be in effect little more 
than a participial member, though its 
intrinsic jussive force is not to be 
denied. There is undoubtedly an anger 
against sin, for instance, against deli- 
berate falsehood, as the context appy. 
suggests (see Chrys.), which a good 
man not only may, but ought to feel 
(see Suicer, Thesaur. Vol. 11. p. 504), 
and which is very different from the 
dpyh forbidden in ver. 31: compare 
Trench, Synon. § 37, and on the sub- 
ject of resentment generally, Butler, 
Serm. VIII., and the good note of 
Wordsw. in loc, 6 HAvog 
K.T.A.] ‘let not the sun go down on 
your irritation.’ The command is the 
Christian parallel of the Pythagorean 
custom cited by Hammond, Wetst., 
and others, efrore mpoaxGeiev els Notdo- 
plas ur’ dpyis, mpl 4 rdv 7Acov Sdvac 
Tas dettds éuSddXovres GAAHAOS Kal 
domacduevoe SteXvovro’ Plutarch, de 
Am. Frat. 4888 [$17]. There does 
not appear any allusion to the possible 
effect of night upon anger, uirws 7 
w0& wréov dvaxalcyn TO wip dia Toy év- 
voov’ Theoph. (see Suicer, Zhes. 8. v. 
FAtos, 111. 2), but to the fact that the 
day ended with the sunlight; ‘quare 
si quem irascentem nox occuparet, is 
iram retinebat in proximum dieu ;’ 
Estius. T) Tapopytop@] 
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28 


‘irritation,’ ‘exasperation,’ and there- 
fore to be distinguished from dpy%, 
which expresses the more permanent 
state. The word is non-classical and 
rare, but is found 1 Kings xv. 30, 
2 Kings xix. 3 (where it is joined with 
OAlis and éAeyuds), ib. xxiii. 26, Ne- 
hem. ix. 18, 26, and Jerem. xxi. § 
(Alex.) with Ouyds and épy}. The 
wapa is not merely intensive (Mey.), nor 
even indicative of a deflection from a 
right rule (Wordsw.), but probably 
points to the irritating circumstance 
or object which provoked the dpy%: 
comp. mapotivw, and Rost u. Palm, 
Lex. 8. v. Iv. 1, Vol. It. p. 670. 

The article before rapopy:oug is omit- 
ted by Lachm. with ABN'; al.,—but 
appy- without fully sufficient grounds, 
as the external authority is not strong, 
and as the omission may be accounted 
for as a correction suggested both by 
the frequent disappearance of the art. 
after a prep. and by the apparently 
sufficient definiteness of the budv. 

27. pnbdé] ‘ nor yet ;’ ‘also do not,’ 
pndé here serving to connect a new 
clause with the preceding (Jelf, Gr. 
§ 776), on the principle that d¢ in ne- 
gative sentences has often practically 
much of the conjunctive force which 
xal has in affirmative sentences; see 
Wex, Antig. Vol. 1. p. 157. It must 
surely however be very incorrect to 
say that the clauses ‘are closely con- 
nected, and that undé indicates this 
sequence’ (Eadie); there ts a con- 
nexion between the clauses, and pie 
has practically a conjunctive force (per 
enunerationem), but it is always of 
such a nature as dé would lead us to 
expect, ‘sequentia adjungit prioribus, 
non apte connexa, sed potius fortuito 
concursu accedentia,’ Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 11. p. 707; see esp. Franke, de 


27 Suav, unde didoTe TOTOV 7G diaBorw. ‘O xrerrov pnx- 


Part. Neg. Part m1. 2, p. 6. On the 
most appropriate translation of 7... 
pndé, see notes on 1 Thess. ii. 3 
(Transl.). The reading pjre 
[ Rec. with a few mss.; Chrys. (1), 
Theod.] seems clearly to be rejected 
(opp. to Matth.), not only on critical, 
but even on grammatical grounds, as 
the position of wy in the previous 
clause shows that it cannot be re- 
garded as equivalent to mire, which 
supposition, or the strictest union of 
the clauses (Franke, § 25, p. 27), can 
alone justify the abnormal sequence: 
see Winer, Gr. § 55. 6, p. 433, Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. 11. p. 709. S(Sore 
témov] ‘give room,’ ‘ne detis viam’ 
(fenot), Alth.; scil. ‘ give no room or 
opportunity to the Evil One to be ac- 
tive and operative;’ comp. Rom. xii. 
Tg, and see exx. of this use of rémop 
didévac in Wetst. Rom. I. c., and Loes- 
ner, Obs. p. 263. T® SiaBorA@] 
‘to the Devil’ (ch. vi. 11); the con- 
stant and regular meaning of o d:d8. 
(subst.) in the N.T., not excluding 
John vi. 70, and 1 Tim. iii. 6; see 
esp. Stier, Red. Jesu, Vol. Iv. p. 345. 
It is obvious that Zaravas (Aith.) is 
more a personal appellation; 6 d:d8., 


(1_paSoh) [calumniatori] Syr.) a 


name derived from the fearful nature 
and, so to say, office of the Evil One; 
the usage however of the N.T. writers 
is by no means uniform. St John 
(in Gosp. and Epp.) once only uses 
the former; St Mark never the latter ; 
St Paul more frequently the former, 
the latter being only found in this and 
the pastoral Epp. (and once in Heb.). 
The former is not found in the Catho- 
lic Epistles. The subject deserves ful- 
ler investigation. On the nature of 
this Evil Spirit generally, see the 
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28. rats llats xepow rd dyaléy] The variations of reading in this passage 
are great, and, considering the simplicity of the passage, difficult to account 
for. The choice appears to lie between four. (a) That in the text with ADE 
FGN!; 37. al. 6; Vulg., Clarom., Goth., Copt., Sahid., /Hth., Arm.; Bas., 
Naz., al.; Hier., al. (Lachm., Tisch. ed. 1, Riick., Wordaw.); (b) 1d dy. rats 068. 
xep. with K; 10 mas.; Syr.-Phil.; Theod.: (c) rats xep. 7d ay. with BN; 
Amit.; Ambrosiaster (Meyer): (d) rd dy. 7. xep. with L; great majority of 
mess.; Slav.; Chrys., Dam., Theoph., (Kcum. (/tec., Griesb., Scholz, Tisch. ed. 2 
and 7, A/f.). Harless and Olshausen (see Mill, Prolegom. p. 168) favour a sth 
and shorter reading rats xep., after Tertull. de Resurr. 45, urging the probabi- 
lity of 25. being interpolated from 1 Cor. iv. 12, and 7d dy. from Gal. vi. 10. 
It will be seen however that Gal. vi. 10 contains no such allusion to manual 
labour as might have suggested a reference to it; and if idlacs (see notes) is 
maturely considered, it will seem to have a proper force in this place, though 
not at first sisht apparent. As it seems then more likely that Slacs was an 
intentional omission (its force not being perceived) than an interpolation from 
I Cor. iv. 12, we retain (a) as not improbable on internal grounds, and as sup- 


ported by a clear preponderance of external evidence. 


curious and learned work of Mayer, 
Historia Diaboli (ed, 2, Tubing. 1780), 
and in ref. to the question of his real 
personal nature, the sound remarks on 
p. 130 sq.; comp. notes on 1 Thess. 
1. 18. 

28. ‘O Krérrwv] ‘Je who steals, 
the atealer ;? not imperf. ‘qui furaba- 
tur,’ Vulg., Clarom., nor for 6 xAdpas, 
but a participial substantive; see 
Winer, (rr. § 45.7, p. 316, and notes 
on (ral, i. 23. All attempts to dilute 
the proper force of this word are 
wholly untenable; 6 xAérrwy (not 6 
kAérrns on the one hand, nor 6 kAé- 
yas on the other) points to ‘the thiev- 
ish character’ (qui furatur,’ Copt.), 
whether displayed in more coarse and 
open, or more refined and hidden prac- 
tices of the sin. Theft, though gene- 
rally, was not universally condemned 
by Paganism: see the curious and 
valuable work of Pfanner, Theol. (en- 
tilis, XI. 25, p. 336. For a sermon 
on this text, see Sherlock, Scrm. 


Xxxvit. Vol. 11. p. 227 (ed. Hughes). 
padrAov 8] ‘but (on the contrary) 
rather ;’ od yap apxet mavoacOa Tis 
duaprias, d\Xd Kal riv évayrlay aurijs 
dddv peredOetv’ Theoph.; see also 
Kiihner, Xen. Mem. 111. 13. 6, and 
notes on (ral. iv. 9, where however 
the corrective force is more strongly 
marked. Taig Wlats xepoty] 
‘with his own hands.’ The pronomi- 
nal adjective tos (Donalds. Crat. 
§ 139), like olxefos in the Byzantine 
writera, and ‘proprius’ in later Latin 
(see Krebs, A ntibarb. p. 646), appears 
sometimes in the N.T. to be nearly 
pleonastic (see exx. in Winer, (r, 
$22. 7, p. 139); here however an in- 
tentional force appears to lie in the 
use of the word. The thievish man 
lives by the labours and hands of 
others: he is now himself to labour, 
and with his own hands—those very 
hands that robbed others (Beng.)—to 
work, not at 7d xaxdéy, but at rd dya- 
66y: sce Riick. in loc. 
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7d dyaQév] ‘that which is good,’ that 
which belongs to the category of what 
is good and honest,’ rdv Sikaoy opt: 
opuov, Schol. ap. Cram. Caten.: ‘7d 
dyad. antitheton ad furtum, prius ma- 
nu piceaté male commissum ;’ Beng. 
There may perhaps be also involved 
in 7d dy. the notion of what is bene- 
ficial instead of detrimental to others ; 
comp. notes on Gal. vi. 10. 

Wa «.7.A.] ‘in order that he may 
have,’—not merely ‘what is enough 
for his own wants,’ but ‘to give to 
him that needeth ;’ the true specific ob- 
ject of all Christian labour (Olsh.) ; 
comp. Schoettg. Hor. Hebr. Vol. 1. 
p. 778. 

29. IIds...p4] The negation must 
be joined with the verb; what is com- 
manded is the non-utterance of every 
Adyos campés. On this Hebraistic 
structure, see Winer, Gr. § 26. 1, p. 
155, and notes on Gal. ii. 16. 

Abyos campés] ‘corrupt, worthless 
speech,’ ‘sermo malus,’ Vuly., Clarom., 
Copt., sim. Goth.,— not necessarily 
‘filthy,’ Hows. (comp. Bp. Taylor, 
Serm. X<1I., though he also admits 
the more general meaning), as this is 
speciaily forbidden in ch. v. 4, nor 
again quite so strong as ‘ detestabilis,’ 
Syr., but rather ‘pravus,’ Ath., esp. 
_ in ref. to whatever is profitless and 
unedifying (Chrys.), e.g. aloxpodoyia, 
Aovdopla, cuxopavrla, Bracdnpia, Weu- 
Sodoyla, xal ra TovTos mpoodpoa: 
Theod. The exact shade of meaning 
will always be best determined by the 
context. Here campds is clearly op- 
posed, not Tq diddvre xdpw (Kypke, 
Obs. Vol. I. p. 298), but to dyads 
mpds olxod. ris xpelas: Wetst. cites 
Arrian, Epict. 11. 15, bytes opp. to 
campoy kal kararlrrov. On the gene- 


ral metaphorical use, see Lobeck, 


Phryn. p. 377, and the exx. collected 
by Kypke, loc. cit. dya8ss] 
‘good,’ i.e. ‘suitable for,’ dep olkodo- 
pet Tov wAnolov, Chrys. : instances of 
this use of d-ya0ds with els, rpés, and 
the inf., are of sufficiently common oc- 
currence; see Rost u. Palm, Lez. s.v., 
exx. in Kypke, Obs. Vol. 11. p. 298, 
and Elsner, Obs. Vol. 11. p. 219. 

apds olxod. tis xpelas] ‘for edifica- 
tion in respect of the need,’ ‘ad editi- 
cationem opportunitatis,’ Amit. (‘fi- 
dei,’ Vu'g.). Neither the article nor 
the exact nature of the genitive has 
been sufficiently explained. It seems 
clear that tijs xpeias cannot be merely 
‘qué sit opus’ (Erasm.), but must 
specify the peculiar need in question 
(observe ef ris), the xpela which im- 
mediately presses,—7 7s mapovons xpel- 
as, (Ecum. It would seem to follow 
then that the gen. xpelas is not a mere 
gen. of quality (‘seasonable edifica- 
tion,’ Peile) nor in any way an abstr. 
for concr. (‘those who have need,’ 
Riickert, Olsh., comp. Eadie), nor, by 
inversion, for an accus. (‘ use of edify- 
ing,’ Auth., comp. Syr.), but is simply 
a gen. of ‘remote reference’ (ree 
Winer, Gr. § 30. 2, p. 169), or, as 
it has been termed, of ‘the point of 
view’ (comp. Scheuer]. Synt. § 18, p. 
129)—‘ edifying as regards the need,’ 
z. e. which satisfies the need, dvayxaioy 
ov TH mpoxemévy xpela, as rightly para- 
phrased by Theoph. On the practical 
bearing of this passage, see esp. 4 
serinons by Bp. Taylor, Serm. xxlI.— 
xxv. Vol. I. p. 734 8q. (Lond. 1836), . 
and Harless, Ethik, § 50, p. 261. 

The reading ricrews, though iound in 
D'E'FG; Vulg. (not Amit.), and 
some Latin Vv., Goth.; Eas., Naz., 
al. (partially approved of by Griesb.), 
is still certainly to be re‘ected, both 
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as inferior in external authority to 
xpelas, and as an almost self-evident 
correction. 

8@ xdpw] ‘may impart a blessing.’ 
The ambiguous term xdpis has been 
explained («) as xdpts Oceod, Uicum. 
(who however does not refer to Rom. 
i. 11 for a proof, as Eadie singularly 
asserts), ‘omnia salutis adminicula,’ 
Calv. ; (5) as little more than Oupnidla ; 
suil, ta avy dexrds rots dxovoucr, 
Theod., ‘ut invenietis gratiam,’ /Eth.- 
Pol., comp. Kypke, Obs. Vol. 11. p. 
298,—but remove the ref. to Eur. 
Suppl. 414, which is not in point; (¢) 
as retaining its simple and regular 
meaning in connexion with dddévaz, 
‘favour, benefit’ (Harl., Olsh., Mey.). 
Of these (c) is much the most probable 
(see Exod. iii. 21, Psalm Ixxxiv. 12, 
and perhaps James iv. 6, 1 Pet. v. 5): 
still, as xdpcs has so notably changed 
its meaning in the N.T., it seems un- 
critical, even in this phrase, to deny 
the reference of xdpis to a spiritual 
‘benefit ;? see Stier x loc. The most 
exact transl. then here is ‘blessing’ 
(‘minister grace,’ Auth., is a:nbiguous), 
as it hints at the theological meaning, 
and also does not wholly obscure the 
classical and idiomatic meaning of the 
phrase. 

30. Kal pt Avretre k. 7. A.) ‘and 
grieve not the Holy Spirit of God; 
not a new, unconnected exhortation 
(Lachm.), but a continued warning 
against the use of ras Adyos campos by 
showing its fearful results; édy elrjs 
piua campdv cal dvdtiov ro’ Xpiote- 
avoid crduaros, ob dvOpwrov éX\urnoas 
a\Ad 7d Iv. rod Geod’ Theoph. The 
tacit assumption clearly is that the 
Spirit dwelt within them (see Basil, 


Spir. Sanct. X1x. 50, Hermas, Past. 
Mand. 10), and that too, as the solemn 
and emphatic title rd IIv. rd d-ytov rod 
Ocod and the peculiar term Aumeire 
further suggest, in His true holy per- 
sonality; comp. Pearson, Creed, Art. 
vil. Vol. 1. p. 366 (ed. Burt.), and for 
an excellent sermon on this text, see 
Andrewes, Serm. vi. Vol. III. p. 201 
sq. (A.-C. Libr.): see also a very good 
practical sermon by Bp. Hall, Serm. 
XxXxvI. Vol. v. p. 489 sq. (Talboys). 

dv b todpaylobyre) ‘in whom ye were 
sealed,’—not ‘quo,’Goth., Arm. (comp. 
‘per quem,’ Beza), but ‘in quo,’ 
Vulg., Clarom., ‘i whom, as the holy 
sphere and element of the sealing.’ 
This clause seems intended to enhance 
still more the warning by an appeal 
to the blessings they had received 
from the Holy Spirit; elra xal 7 
mpocOhkn THs evepyeolas, Wa meltwy 
yévnra: 4 Karryopia’ Chrys. It does 
not then seem that there is here any 
reminiscence of Isaiah Ixiii. 10, rapweu- 
vay 7d IIv. rd dy. avrod (cited by 
Harl.), which would have yiven the 
warning a different tone. For the ex- 
planation of these words, see notes on 
ch. i. 13; and for the doctrinal appli- 
cations, Hamtmond in loc., and Petav. 
de Trin. vit. 5. 3, Vol. 11. p. 823 aq. 
For some comments on this clause, 
see Andrewes, Serm. VI. previously 
cited, and another serm. by Bp. Hall, 
Serm., XXXVII. Vol. v. p. s04 (Tal- 
boys). alg tpépav darodv- 
tpwoens] ‘ for the day of redemption,’ 
for the day on which the redemption 
will be fully realized: see exx. of this 
use of the gen. in definitions of time 
in Winer, Gr. § 30. 2, p. 169. On the 
meaning of droAUrpwots, sce notes on 
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31 Ilaca aixpia cat Ovpos xat dpyn Kal Kpavyn Kal 


32 Bracdynia apOyrw ad’ vuav ov qwaon Kakia: 


yl- 


ver Oe de eis GAAHAOUS XpNTTOl, evrTAAYXVoL, YaptCoMevot 
éavtois Kabws kat 6 Qeos ev Xprotw éxapioaro vmiv. 


ch. i. 14, and on ‘final perseverance,’ 
of which Eadie here finds an affirma- 
tion (comp. Cocc. in loc.), see Thorn- 
dike, Cov. of Grace, ch. xxxI. Vol. 111. 
p- 615 sq. (A.-C. Libr.). 

31. Idea mpla] ‘ All bitterness,’ 
7.e. ‘every form of it’ (see notes on ch. 
i. 8), and that not merely as shown in 
expressions, ‘sermo mordax,’ but, as 
the context suggests, in feeling and 
disposition (see Acts viii. 23, Heb. xii. 
15), wexpla marking the prevailing 
temperament and frame of mind; 6 
tocovros kal BapvOuuds dort Kal ovdé- 
wore avinot Thy Wuxi, det civvous dy 
kal oxv@pwirds’ Chrys. The contrast 
is not merely yAuxdrns (comp. Orig. 
Cat.), but xpynorérys: see Wetst. on 
Rom. iii. 14, and for an able sermon 
on this text (the obligations and ad- 
vantages of good-will), Whichcote, 
Serm. LXXxXi1. Vol. Iv. p. 198 sq. 
Buvpos Kal dpyi] ‘wrath and anger,’ 
the emanations from, and products of 
the wixpla ; pigfa Ounod kat dpyijs wixpla’ 
Chrys. With regard to the distinction 
between these two words, it may be 
observed that Ouuds is properly the 
agitation and commotion to which 
mwixpla gives rise (7 évapxopévn én 
Twa yevécba dpyH Orig. Cat.; comp. 
Diog. Laert. vir. 1. 63. 114), dpyi the 
more settled habit of the mind (7 
érolun kal évepynrixh mpds Thy riyuwwplay 
Tov noikynKévar vopugoudvou, Orig. 7b.); 
see Tittm. Synon. p. 132, Trench, 
Synon. § 37, and notes on Gal. v. 20. 
kpavyyn Kal Braodnpla] ‘clamour 
and evil speaking,’ outward manifes- 
tations of the foregoing vices; Yr7os 
ydp éorw dvaBdrnv pépwy f Kpavyh 
Thy opyjv' Chrys. The distinction 


between the two words is suffici- 
ently obvious. Kpavy? is the cry 
of strife (‘in quem erumpunt ho- 
mines irati,’ Est.); BAaognuia, a more 
enduring manifestation of inward 
anger, that shows itself in reviling,— 
not, in the present case, God, but our 
brethren, (Aodopla:, Chrys.); it has 
thus nearly the same relation to xpav- 
7 that opyh has to Ouuds: see Col. 
iii. 8, 1 Tim. vi. 4, and comp. Rom. 
iii. 8, Tit. iii.2. For a good practical 
sermon against evil speaking see Bar- 
row, Serm. xvi. Vol. I. p. 447. 

xax(q.] ‘malice;’ the genus to which 
all the above-mentioned vices belong, 
or rather the active principle to which 
they are all due (comp. pera lor. ch. 
vi. 23, and notes), z.e. uncharitable- 
ness in all its forms, ‘animi pravitas, 
humanitati et equitati opposita,’ Calv.; 
comp. Rom. 1. 29, Col. ili. 8, and on 
the difference between this word and 
rovnpla (its outcoming and manifes- 
tation), see Trench, Synon. § 11. 

32. ylveoBe S€] ‘but become ye;’ 
contrasted exhortation: not ‘be ye,’ 
Auth., Alf., but ‘ vairpaiduh’ [fiatis] 
Goth.,—there were evil elements 
among them that were yet to be taken 
away; see ch. v. 1. Lachm. omits 
5¢ with B; 4 mss.; Clem., Dam., al. ; 
but this omission as well as the vari- 
ation ofy [D'FG; 2 mss.; Clarom., 
Sang., Boern.] seems due to a cor- 
rector who did not perceive the anti- 
thesis between the commands in the 
two verses. Xpnorol, 
edoAayxvo] ‘kind, tender-hearted.’ 
On the former of these words (‘sweet 
in disposition’), comp. notes on Gal. 
v. 22, and Tittmann, Synon. p. 140. 


IV. 31, 32, V. 1. 


Strive then to imi- 
tate God, and, like 
Christ, to walk in love. 


The latter edordayxvos occurs Orat. 
Manass. 6, 1 Pet. iii. 8, and desig- 
nates the exhibition of that merciful 
feeling of which the omAdyxva were 
the imaginary seat; comp. Col. iii. 
12, and notes in /oc.; for additional 
exx., see Polyc, Phil. 5, 6, Clem. Rom. 
Cor. 1. 54, Test. XII. Patr. p. 537. 
The substantive evordayxvla is found 
in classical Greek, in the sense of 
‘good heart,’ ‘courage’ (comp. Eurip. 
Rhesus, 192), and also in the primary 
and medical sense (comp. Hippocr. 
89, ed. Foes.), but the adjective ap- 
pears to be rare. 

xapldpevor davrots] ‘forgiving each 
other,’ participle of concomitant act, 
specifying the manner in which the 
xenorérns and evowdayxvla were to 
be manifested; comp. Col. iii. 13 and 
notes in loc. Origen (Caten.) calls at- 
tention to dauro?s as involving the idea 
that what was done to another was 
really done to themselves; it is how- 
ever doubtful whether this can be 
maintained ; see notes on Col. l.c., and 
for exx. of the use of éavrots for the 
personal pronoun, Jelf, G7. § §4. 2. 
Kabds kal 6 Oceds] ‘even as (rod,’ ‘as 
God also,’ xaOws (as in ch. i. 4) having 
@ slightly argumentative force, while 
kal introduces a tacit comparison ; see 
Klotz, Derar. Vol. It. p. 635 sq., and 
notes on Phil. iv. 12. The two com- 
bined do not then simply compare, 
but argue from an example (Harl.),— 
Tov Gedy rapdyecels Urdderyua, Theoph.; 
comp. ch. v. 2, 25, 29. dy 
Xpriory] ‘in Christ ;’ not ‘for Christ’s 
sake,’ Auth., nor ‘perChristum,’ Calv., 
but ‘in Him,’ «.e¢. in giving Him to 
be a propitiation for our sins, pera Tov 
xwOuvou Tov vlod abrod cal ris opayis 
avrod: Theoph.; comp. 2 Cor. v. 19. 
gap. dptv}] The context seems clearly 
to show that the meaning of yapiié- 
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wevoe (and hence of éyaploaro) is not 
‘donantes,’ Vulg., Clarom., ‘largien- 
tes, libenter dantes,’ Erasm. (comp. 
Orig. I. ap. Cat.), but ‘condonantes,’ 
Copt., Syr., Goth., cvyyvwucxol, Chrys.: 
they were not only to be xpnorol and 
eVorrAayxvor, but also merciful and 
forgiving, following the example of 
Him who ‘prebuit se benignum, mi- 
sericordem,— condonantem ; Beng. 
The reading is doubtful: Lachm. reads 
quay with BDEKL; 25 mss.; Amit., 
Syr. (both), al.; Orig. Cut., Chrys. 
(Comm.), Theod., al.,—but scarcely 
on sufficient authority, as the pronoun 
of the first person might have been 
probably suggested by the judas in ch. 
Vv. 2; see crit. note in loc. 


CuapTer V. 1. [lverOe odv x.7.A.] 
* Become then followers (imitators) of 
God ;’ resumption of the previous 
ylvec6e, ch. iv. 32, the of deriving its 
force and propriety from the concluding 
words of the last verse. Stier, on rather 
insufficient grounds, argues against 
the connection of these verses, refer- 
ring ofv to the whole foregoing subject, 
the new man in Christ. In this latter 
case, ofy would have more of what has 
been called its reflexive force (‘lectorem 
revocat ad id ipsum quod nunc agitur,’ 
Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 717); that it 
is here however rather collective (‘ad 
ea que antea revera pusita sunt lecto- 
rem revocat,’ Klotz, ib.) seems much 
more probable; comp. Hartung, /ar- 
tik. ody, 3. 5, Vol. I. p. 22. 
dyanrnra] ‘beloved; not ‘liebe Kin- 
der,’ Riick. (compare Chrys.), but ‘ ge- 
liebte.” The reason is given by (Ecum., 
who however does not appear to have 
felt the full force of the word ; rots 
yap roovras (dyamrnrots) €& dvdyKns 
Twos 7} ulunots. The avdyxn consisted 
in the fact of God having loved them ; 
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‘ 4 a 9 9 , 4 ‘ 
2 ayamnra’ Kat wepimateire ev ayarn, xabws Kal o 


Q 9 , e a Y ‘3 e 4 e 4 
Xpirros nyamycey nuas Kal TWAapedwKey EavToV UTED 


oe Q N ’ a ~ 9 9 a ? ’ 
HuLwY TpoTPopay Kat Ouciay TH Ocew eis oouny evwoias. 


2. tpas)] Tisch. (ed. 2 and 7) reads tuas with ABN!'; 37. 73. 116, dc; 


Sah., Aéth. (both); Clem. (2), Theoph., al. 


The text is supported by DEFGK 


LN‘; most mss. and Vv.; Chrys., Theod., Lat. Fathers. 
ur. hucv] Here Tisch. (ed. 2 and 7) reads tudy, which is supported by B; 
37. 73. 116; Sah., Auth. (both); but without sufficient reason, as it is plainly 


a conformation to the preceding tuds. 


love must be returned by love; and 
in love alone can man imitate God: 
see 1 John iv. ro, and comp. Charnock, 
Attrib. p.618 (Buhn). For two prac- 
tical sermons on this text, see Farin- 
don, Serm. LXXXVII. (two parts), Vol. 
IIT. p. 494 3q. (ed. Jackson). 

2. Kal wepim. dy dyamry] ‘and walk 
an love ;’ continuation of the foregoing 
precept, cal serving to append closely 
a specification of that in which the 
imitation of God must consist. 

Kabeds kal 6 Xp. «.7.A.] ‘even as Christ 
also loved,’—not ‘ has loved ;’ the pure 
aoristic sense is more appropriate and 
more in accordance with the historic 
aor. which follows. Kal 
mapéSwxev davr.] ‘and gave up Him- 
self ;’ specification of that wherein 
(‘non tantum ut Deus sed etiam ut 
homo,’ Est.) this love was pre-eminently 
shown, xal having a slightly explana- 
tory force; see Gal. ii. 20, and comp. 
notes on Phil. iv. 12. The supple- 
mentary idea to rapéd. must surely be 
els Odvarov (Harl.), as in every case 
where wapad. is used by St Paul in 
ref. to Christ, els Ody. or some similar 
idea seems naturally included in the 
verb: see esp. Rom. iv. 25, where 
waped560y is followed by 7yépAy, and 
comp. Ron. viii. 32, Gal. ii. 20, Eph. 
v.25. For asound and clear sermon on 
this text (Christ’s sacrifice of Himself), 
see Waterl. Serm. xxx1. Vol. v. p. 737 
q- tmp tpav] ‘for ua,’ — 


and also, as the context indisputably 
shows, ‘in our stead:’ on the mean- 
ing of vrép in this connexion, see 
Usteri, Lehrb. 11. 1. 1, p. 115 8q., and 
notes on (ral. iii. 13, comp. i. 4. 

mpoodopdy Kal Ovolav] ‘an offering 
and sacrifice; not ‘a sacrifice offered 
up,’ bvclay rpoopepouéryv, Conyb.,— 
a mode of translation ever precarious 
and insufficient. It may be doubtful 
whether Ouc. and xpood. ave intended 
to specify respectively bloody and un- 
bloody sacrifices, for rpocd. is else- 
where used in ref. to bloody (Heb. x. 
Io), and Ouse. to unbloody offerings 
(comp. Heb. xiii. 15, 16), and further, 
the rough definition that @vota implies 
‘the slaying of a victim’ (Eadie) is by 
no means of universal application; see 
esp. John Johnson, Unbl. Sacr. 1. 1, 
p- 73 sq. (A.-C. Libr.). Equally 
doubtful, esp. in reference to Christ, is 
the definition that a Ovela is a ‘ rpocd. 
rite consumpta,’ Outram, de Sacrif. 
VII. 1, p. 182 (ed. 1677). Still it is 
probable that a distinction was here 
intended by St Paul, and that rpoc@., 
us the more general term, relates not 
only to the death, but to the life of 
obedience of our blessed Lord (comp. 
Heb. v. 8), His dvela {éoa (Rom. xii. 
1); Ovola, as the more special, more 
particularly to His atoning death. 
On this accus., which in its apposition 
to the foregving is also practically 
predicative, and serves to complete 


V. 2, 3. 


Avoid fornication 
covetousness and all 
forms of impurity, 
for on such comes 
the wrath of God. 
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Ye were once in heathen darkness, but now are 
light: reprove the works of darkness, awake and arise. 


the notion of the verb, see Madvig, 


Led 


Synt. § 24. To 
Oe is commonly explained either 
(a) as the ordinary transmissive dative, 
sce. wapéd. TG Ge (Mey. ; so appy. J. 
Johns. Vol. 1. p. 161), or (5) as a dat. 
of limitation to e/s dou. answering to 
the Heb, mm" nin) N°) (Stier). As 
however the meaning of rapédwxer (see 
above) and the distance of the dat. 
(De W. compares Rom. xii. 1, but 
there rg Geqg is not joined with the 
verb) do not harmonize with the for- 
mer, and the prominent position of 
T® Oe@ is difficult to be explained on 
the latter hypothesis, it seems more 
simple to regard r@ Ge@ as an ethical 
dative or dat. commodi appended to 
the two substantives; so Beng. and 
appy., by their studied adherence to 
the order of the original, all the an- 
cient Vv.; see Scheuerl. Synt. § 23. 1, 
p. 186. als dcp. ebw8las] 
‘for, sc. to become, a savour of sweet 
smell;’ sc. a Ovaola edwrpdodexros, 
Chrys.; see Phil. iv. 18, Lev. i. 9, 
13, 17, ll, 12, iii. §, comp. Gen. viii. 
at. The authors of the Racov. Catech. 
($8) have correctly explained the 
constr., but have erroneously asserted 
that these words (‘que de pacificis 
creberrime, de expiatoriis autem vix 
uspiam usurpantur,’—but see Deyling, 
Obs. Vol. 1. p. 315, No. 65) do not 
represent Christ’s death as an expiatory 
sacrifice; comp. even Ust. Lekrb. 11. 
I. t, p. 113. To this, without need- 
lessly pressing Urép, we may simply 
say with Waterland, that the contrary 
‘is as plain from the N.T. as words 
can make it,’ and that St Paul’s per- 
petual teaching is that Christ’s death 
was ‘a true and proper expiatory 


sacrifice for the sins of mankind ;’ see 
proof texts, Vol. rv. p. §13, and esp. 
Jackson, Creed, Book 1x. §5, Vol. IX. 
p. 589 sq. (Oxf. 1844). The 
nature of the gen. evwdlas is rightly 
explained by Wordsw. as that of the 
characterizing quality; see notes on 
Phil. iv. 18, and comp. Winer, Gr. 
§ 34. 3. b, note, p. 212. 

3. Tlopvela 84) ‘ But fornication ;’ 
gentle transition to another portion of 
the exhortation, with a resumption of 
the negative and prohibitive form of 
address (ch. iv. 31): the 6é€ being 
mainly peraBarcxéy (see on Gal. i. 11), 
though perhaps not without some 
slight indication of contrast to what 
has preceded. On the Apostle’s con- 
stant and emphatic condemnation of 
the deadly sin of wopvela, as one of 
the things which the old Pagan world 
deemed ddidpopa, comp. Mey. on Acts 
XV. 20. waoa] ‘of every kind:’ 
placed rightly after dxaapola by Tisch. 
with ABN; mas.; Copt., al. On the 
use of was with abstract nouns com- 
pare notes on ch. i. 8. qj 
meovetla] ‘or covetousness;’ the 7 is 
not explanatory (Heins. Ezercit. p. 
467), but has its full and proper dis- 
junctive force, serving to distinguish 
@\eov. from more special sins of the 
flesh ; see notes on ch. iv. 19. 
pnde dvopatéoOa] ‘let tt not be even 
named,’—not, ‘ut facta’ (Beng. 1), a 
meaning which dvouef. will scarcely 
justify; but, ‘let it not be even men- 
tioned by name’ (Beng. 2), ol ydp 
Abyot Tay rpayyudruw elo dd0l* Chrys.; 
see ver. 12, and comp. Psalm xvi. 4. 
Meyer cites Dio Chrys. 360 b, ordow 
58 ovde dvoudtew doy wap’ bpiv. 
Ka8dg mpére dylos] ‘as becometh 


T 
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a 
4 TpeTa alors, Kat airxporys Kat mwpodoyia 4 evTpa- 


saints,,—sc. thus to avoid all mention 
even by name of these sins; lkavis 7d 
pevoapdy rev elpnudvwv twrédate, Kal 
atras abrav mrpooryoplas rns prhuns 
éfoplaat xeXevocas’ Theod. 

4. kalaloxpérns] ‘and filthiness,’ 
not merely in words (Ath., Theoph., 
(£cum.), which would be aloxpodoyla 
(Col. iii. 8), but, as the abstract form 
suggests, Td aloxpév, whether actively 
exhibited or passively approved, in 
word, gesture, or deed. The context 
obviously limits its reference to da. 
and sins of the flesh; alcxpérns dé 
tls éorw xa’ Exacrov eldos dxoXNaclas’ 
Orig. Cat. Lachm. reads 4 alexp. 
4 pwpor. with AD'E’FG; 4 mss. ; 
Clarom., Vulg., Sahid.; Bas., al. 
(Mey ), but in opp. to good external 
authority [BD°E*KLN?; nearly all 
mss.; Syr., Copt., Aith. (both), al. ; 
Clem., Chrys., al.], and to the inter- 
nal probability of a conformation to 
the following 7: NS! reads xal aloxp. 7 
pewponr. popodoyla] ‘foolish 
talking,’ stultiloquium, Vulg., Clarom., 


12a.f2> tso {sermones stul- 


titi] Syr. ; a awae Aeydu. in the 
N.T., of which the exact meaning 
must be defined by the context. Of 
the two definitions of Origen, the first, 
h doxoupdvn trd tov pwpodréywr Kal 
vyedXwrorody, is too lax; the second, 
TO pwpdy elvac & rots doypartfouevors, 
too restrictive. The terms with which 
it stands in connexion may at first 
sight appear to preclude any idea of 
positive profanity (comp. Calv.); how- 
ever Trench is probably right in here 
superadding to the ordinary meaning 
of idle, aimless, and foolish talk, a 
reference to that sin and vanity of 
spirit which the talk of fools is cer- 
tain to bewray; see Synon. § 34, and 
Wordsw. in loc. evtpatreAla] 


‘yzesting,’ ‘wittiness:? a second drat 


Aeyou.: EvOa yéXws deaipos éxet y ev- 
tparedla’ Chrys. The word, as its 
derivation suggests, properly means 
versatility, whether in motion, man- 
ners, or talk (Dissen, Pind. Pyth. 1. 
93); from which a more unfavourable 
signification, ‘polished jesting’ (ev- 


‘Tpdrendos, 6 Suvduevos oxGyar éupedas* 


Aristot. Moral. 1. 31), ‘use of witty 
equivoque ’ (‘ingenio nititur,’ Beng.), 
is easily and naturally derived: see 
Trench, Synon. § 34, and the excellent 
sermon by Barrow on this text, Serm. 
Xiv. Vol. 1. p. 383 sq. The disjunc- 
tive 4 (surely not ‘conjunctive,’ Bp. 
Taylor, Serm. xxi.) marks it as a 
different vice to wwpod., and thus appy. 
as not onlya sin of the tongue (Trench), 
but as including the evil ‘urbanitas’ 
(in manners or words) of the witty, 
godless, man of the world. The prac- 
tical application may be found in 
Taylor, Serm. Xxt1l. (Gold. Grove), 
and esp. in the latter part of Chrys. 
Hom, xvii. TA OK 
dvijxovra] ‘ things which are not con- 
venient ;’ in apposition to the last two 
words, to both of which edyap., as de- 
noting oral expression yet implying 
inward feeling, forms a clear contrast. 
It is instructive to compare Rom. i. 28, 
Ta wh KaOjxovra: there the subjective 
denial seems appropriately introduced 
(‘facere que, si que, essent indecora,’ 
Winer, Gr. § 59. 4, p- 564, ed. 5); 
here is a plain objective fact that such 
things ov« dvijxev. The reading 4 otx 
dvjjxey is found in ABN; 3 mass.; 
Clem., al. (Zachm.), and has considera- 
ble claims to attention, though appy. 
not quite sufficient to justify its being 
placed in the text. On the use of ov 
and 4 with participles, see Gayler, 
Partic. Neg. p. 287, but observe 
the caution suggested in nutes on 


V. 4, 5, 6. 
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ev ty Bagirela rod Xpicrov cat Oeoi. 


1 Thess. ii, 18, iii. 1. «bx apt- 
orla] ‘giving of thanks :’ see Trench, 
Synon. Part 11. § 1. The meaning 
of this word adopted by Hammond, 
several of the older, and some later 
expositors, ‘edifying discourse,’ ‘de- 
voutness,’ cannot be justified by St 
Paul's use either of the verb or 
the subst.; comp. Petav. Dissert. 
Eccl, 1. 10. 4, 5, and on the 
true force of the ethical connexion, 
see Harl. Ethik, § 32. a. On the 
duty generally, so frequently incul- 
cated by St Paul, see notes and reff. 
on Phil. iv. 6, and on Col. iii. 18. 
The verb here omitted ‘per brachy- 
logiam’ (Jelf, Gr. $ 895) is differently 
supplied ; perhaps ywéobw év dui is 
the supplement most natural, dvijxec 
(Beng.) that leas? so. 

5. Tovto yap tore ywook.] ‘Kor 
this ye know, being aware, or as ye are 
aware ;’ confirmation of the preceding 
prohibitions by an appeal to their own 
knowledge of the judgment agaitst 
those who practise them. It is scarcely 
critically exact to connect this with 
the Hebraistic (but comp. also Jelf, 
Gr. § 705. 3) mode of expression, -yed- 
cxwv yuoy, Gen. xv. 13, ‘thou shalt 
know full well,’ &c. (Stier), as tore 
and ywwor. are not portions of the 
same verb. The part. must be joined 
more immediately with drt, and seems 
used with a slightly causal force which 
serves to elucidate and justify the ap- 
peal; see Winer, Gr. § 45. 8, p. 318. 
Whether ltcre be taken as imperutive 
or indicative must be left to individual 
judgment. The former interpr. is 
adopted by Vulg., Clarom., Arm. 
(comp.,—but with different reading, 


pnoets vuas 6 


Syr., Ath.), and by some Ff., e.g. 
appy. Clem, Alex. (Peday. Ul. 4), 
but seems scarcely so impressive as 
the latter (Copt.), and somewhat tends 
to diminish the force of the now iso- 
lated and emphatic imperative in ver. 
6; comp. Alf. in loc. The reading 
tore yw. (Rec.) is supported by D* 
EKL; mss.; Syr. (both), al.; Theod., 
Dam., but is altogether inferior to 
tore in external autority [ABD'!FGN; 
30 mss.; Vulg., Clarom., Copt., al.; 
Clem., al.], and is rightly rejected by 
nearly all recent editors. TGS... 
ov] On this Hebraistic mode of ex- 
pression, see notes on ch. iv. 29. 
8s tori refers immediately to m)eo- 
véxrns, not to the three preceding sub- 
stantives: comp. Col. iii. 5, Ti wAeo- 
vetiay qris éorly elSwdodarpela. Co- 
vetousness is truly a definite form of 
idolatry, it is the worship of Mammon 
(Matth. vi. 24) instead of God; comp. 
Theod. To this therefore, rather than 
to the other sins, which are veritable 
but more subtle forms of the same sin, 
the Apostle gives the above specific 
designation. The passages adduced 
by Wetst. and Schoettg. illustrate the 
form of expression, but nothing more. 
The reading 8 is found in BN; 3. 
67°*, al.; Cyr. (Lachm., Alf.), and, 
followed by elSwdodarpela, in FG; 
Vulg.: as the less obvious reading it 
deserves notice. otk tx. «Anp.] 
‘hath no inheritance ;’ a weighty pre- 
sent, involving an indirect reference to 
the eternal and enduring princip‘es by 
which God governs the world,—not so 
much ‘has no inheritance, and shall 
have none’ (Eadie), as ‘has...and can 
have none;’ comp. ver. 6, and Col. 
12 
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iii. 6, 3’ d Epyeras  dpyh Tod Geo’: see 
Winer, Gr. § 40. 2, p. 237. Tow 
Xp. xal @.] ‘of Christ and God,’—not 
‘of God,’ Auth. This is the first decid- 
ed instance (the reading being doubt- 
ful in Acts xx. 28) adduced by Granville 
Sharp to prove that the same Person 
in Scripture is called Christ and God, 
see Middleton, Greek Art. p. 362 8q. 
(ed. Rose), and ch. III. 4. 2, p. 57 8q. 
When however we maturely weigh the 
context, in which no dogmatic asser- 
tions relative to Christ find a place 
(as in Tit. ii. 13, 14),—when we 
recall the frequent use of Oeds with- 
out an article, even where it might 
have been expected (compare Winer, 
Gr. $19. 1, p. 110),—and lastly, when 
we observe that the presence of the 
art. roi Oeod would really have even 
suggested a thought of subordination 
(as if it were necessary to specify that 
the kingdom of Christ was also the 
kingdom of God,—the inadvertence of 
the Auth.), we seem forced to the con- 
viction that Sharp’s rule does not ap- 
ply here. Christ and God are united 
together in the closest way, and pre- 
sented under a single conception (comp. 
Winer, Gr. § 19. 4, p. 116),—an in- 
direct evidence of Christ’s divinity of 
no slight value,—still the identity of 
the two substantives (‘of Him who is 
Christ and God,’ Wordsw.) cannot. be 
safely or certainly maintained from 
this passage. On the meaning of the 
term Baotdela Oecd, see notes and reff. 
on Gal. v. 21. 

6. pydels dpds «.7.A.] ‘Let no one 
deceive you with vain words, i.e. 8o- 
phistries :’ emphatic warning (without 
any particle) against all who sought 
to deceive them as to the real nature 
of the sins condemned. It does not 
seem necessary to limit the regular 
meaning of xevds (‘empty,’ ovdapds 


éml trav Epyww Secxvipevot, Chrys.,— 
hence ‘a veritate alieni,” Kypke, Obs, 
Vol. 11. p. 299), and to refer the xevol 
Adbyot specially to heathen philosophers 


'(Grot.), to J udaizers (Neand. Planting, 


Vol. I. p. 184, note, Bohn), or to 
Christian Antinomians (Olsh.). The — 
Apostle generally condemns all apo- 
logists for vice, whoever they might 
be. These would of course be most 
commonly found among the heathen, 
and to them the passage most natu- 
rally points. The palliation or tacit 
toleration of vice, especially sensuality, 
was one of the most fearful and repul- 
sive features of heathenism ; see esp. 
Tholuck, Influence of Heathenism, Part 
IV. 2. Sud taira ydp] 
‘for on account of these sins:’ confir- 
mation of the preceding warning; it 
is on account of these things (obs. the 
emphasis on dia raifra) that God’s 
wrath and vengeance is directed 
against the perpetrators. The reference 
of raira is clearly to the sins above 
mentioned (rovrwy Exacrov epwy, 
Theod.); comp. Col. iii. 6, &’ &, and 
Gal. v.21, a mpodéyw vyiv, in reference 
to a foregoing list of vices. The pro- 
noun has been referred to the dary of 
the xevol Xdéyo (Theoph. 2), or to the 
dxdry and the foregoing vices. The 
first interpr. is not grammatically un- 
tenable, as the plural raira may be 
idiomatically used to denote a single 
object in its different manifestations 
(see Bernhardy, Synt. vi. 8. d, p. 282, 
Winer, Gr. § 23. 5, p. 146), but, 
equally with the second, is open to 
the contextual objection that ver. 7 
seems a general warning against Gen- 
tile sins, to which consequently the 
present verse will be more naturally 
referred. 

qi Spy} rot @eot] ‘the wrath of God ;’ 
certainly not to be restricted to this 


<> 


V. 7, 8. 


~ na % 4 a 4 ~ 
tou Ocou eri Tous vious THs aTeOelas. 


4 ~ 
TUVMETOXOL AUTOY. 


117 


an ovv yiverOe 7 
ire yap Tore oxdrTos, 8 


viv de has ev Kupip: as réxva wros repitareire, 


life, ‘ordinaria Dei judicia,’ Calv., 
but, as the solemn present (comp. éxes, 
ver. 5) indicates, to be extended also, 
and perhaps more especially, to the 
judgments é& 17 Bac. rod Xp. xal 
Gcod. Tovs viods ris dra. ] 
‘the sons of disobedience ;’ scil. in 
effect, rods ogddpa dweBe’s, Chrys., 
Exovres roy ris pnrpds xapaxrijpa, 
Orig.: see esp. notes on ch, ii. 2, and 
Suicer, Zhes, Vol. 11. p. 1357. The 
dwel@, here is disobedience to the prin- 
ciples and practice of the Gospel; see 
more on ch. ii. 2. 

7- pry odv ylverGe] ‘Do not then 
become ;’ od» having its full collective 
force (see on ver. 1), and referring to 
the previous statement that the wrath 
of God certainly does come on all 
such. The ylvecde (‘nolite fieri,’ Cla- 
rom.; ‘nolite effici,’ Vuly.,—perhaps 
somewhat too strongly) is not to be 
explained away: the Apostle does not 
warn them only against being (Alf.), 
but against becoming (‘ni vairpaip,’ 
Goth.) partakers with them, against 
allowing themselves to lapse into any 
of their prevailing sins and depravities. 
cuvpitroxos abrav] ‘partakers with 
them;’ not in their punishment 
(Holzh.), nor their punishment and 
sins (Stier), but, as the context, esp. 
ver. 11, obviously suggests, their sins ; 
“nolite similia facere;’ Estius. On 
cuvpéroxos, see notes ch. iii. 6, and on 
the orthography (which has here the 
authority of AB'D!FGN), comp. 
Tiech. Prolegom. p. XLVII. 

8. Fre yap] ‘For ye WERE;’ em- 
phatic, the time is now past, Rom. vi. 
17. It is this very difference between 
the past and present state that con- 

firms and proves (yap) the propriety 


of the preceding warning; ‘as that 
state is past, do not recur to it,—do 
not lapse again into a participation 
in vices from which you have now 
turned away ;’ comp. note on ylvecOe 
(ver. 7), of which the present verse 
seems tacitly confirmatory. 

The assertion of Rtick. that in this 
and several other passages in St 
Paul’s Epp. (e.g. Rom. v. 13, vi. 17, 
1 Cor. iii. 12, 21, Gal. ii. 6, 15, vi. 8) 
Mey ought to be inserted is sufficiently . 
refuted by Harless, The rule is 
simple,—if the first clause is intended 
to stand in connexion with and pre- 
pare the reader for the opposition in 
the second, wéy is inserted; if not, 
not: see the excellent remarks of 
Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 356 8q., 
Fritz. Rom. x. 19, Vol. If. p. 423, and 
notes on Gal, ii. 1s. 

oxéros] ‘darkness ;’ not merely living 
or abiding in it (comp. Rom. ii. 19, 
1 Thess. v. 4), but themselves actual 
and veritable darkness; for examples 
of this vigorous and appropriate use 
of the abstract term, see Jelf, (?r. 
§ 353. I. pas tv Kuple] 
‘light in the Lord ;’ not 5a ris Gelas 
xdptros, Theoph., but ‘in fellowship 
with the Lord;’ ‘extra Christum 
Satan omnia occupat,’ Calv. The 
continued and corresponding use of 
the abstr. fur concr. (see above) suit- 
ably prepares for the energetic exhor- 
tation (without of) which follows. 
They were $ds, not only in themselves 
(repwriopévot), but to others (comp. 
Matth. v. 14), and were to pursue 
their moral wa'k in accordance with 
such a state of privilege. On the use 
of the terms ¢@ds and cxéros, see 
Usteri, Zehrdb. 11. 1. 3, p. 229. 
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dg rixva dwros wepim.] ‘walk as 
children of light,’ as those who stand 
in nearest and truest connexion with 
it; see notes on ch. ii. 3. The ab- 
sence of the article can hardly be 
pressed (Alf.), as it appears due only 
to that common principle of correla- 
tion, by which, if the governing noun 
is without the article, the governed 
will be equally so; see Middleton, 
Art. 111. 3. 7, p. 49 (ed. Rose). On 
the meaning of wmepirareivy, which 
however must not always be too 
strongly pressed, see notes on Phil. 
iii. 18, and on 1 Thess. iv. 12. 

9. 8 ydp «r.r.] ‘for the fruit of 
the light ;’? parenthetic confirmation of 
the foregoing command, and incite- 
ment to follow it. Tdp is thus not 
simply explanatory (womep épeppnvever 
. théore 7d réxva Too gwrébs’ Theoph ), 
but, as the order seems to suggest, 
confirms the propriety of using the 
term repraretre, and also supplies its 
fuller explanation; ‘As children of 
the light walk ye, for the fruit of 
light is shown in a moral walk, in 
practical instances of dyadwovvn.’ 
The modal participle doxiudfovres (see 
below) is thus closely joined with 
wepimareire, and ver. 9 is clearly 
parenthetical in sense, though not 
fully so in form: contra Suter, who 
however fails to explain properly and 
grammatically the use of the parti- 
ciple. The reading rvedmaros 
{Rec. with D®'E*KL; great majority 
of mss.; Syr.-Phil, al.; Chrys., 
Theod.] seems clearly a gioss from 
Gal. v. 22, and is rightly rejected by 
nearly all recent editors. 
év] ‘consistit i,’ Beng., or, more 
exactly, ‘continetur, ponitur in:’ the 


assertion that é is here the ‘ Beth 
esyentiz’ (compare Gesen. § 151. 3. @) 
is distinctly untenable; see Winer, 
Gr. § 29. 3. obs. p. 166. 

racy dyaSwotvy] ‘all goodness,’ t.e. 
all forms and instances of it; see 
notes on ch. i. 8. On the meaning of 
dyad. see notes on Gal. v.22. The 
special appositions which Chrys. finds 
in these three nouns, wpds rods dpytgo- 
pLévous, mpds Tovs wEoveKrobvTas, mds 
Thy Wevdh ndovipy, are too limited. As 
Meyer correctly observes, the whole 
of Christian morality is presented 
under its three great aspects, the 
good, the right, the true; the dyrl- 
oroxa are kakla, ddixla, Yeddos: comp. 
Harl. in loc., and for a Sermon on 
this text, see Tillotson, Serm. cxLVIII. 
Vol. 11. p. 311 (Lond. 1717). 

10. Soxiudfovres] ‘proving,’ ‘test- 
ing ;’ predication of manner appended 
to wepiraretre, defining its character 
and distinctive features. The verb 
Soxeudfewv is not ‘to have a just con- 
ception of,’ Peile, nor ‘examinando 
cognitum habere,’ Borger, ad Rom. 
p. 12 (cited by Fritz.); but in its 
simple and primary sense, ‘to prove, 
to try,’ the word marking the activity 
and experimental energy that should 
characterize the Christian life; see 
Rom. xii. 2, and Fritz. tn loc., Trench, 
Synon. Part 0. § 24, and notes on 
Phil. i. 10, where the meanings of 
this word are briefly discussed. The 
sense then is well expressed by Eadie ; 
‘the one point of the Christian’s 
ethical investigation is, Is it well 
pleasing to the Lord?’ dpa ddoxtuov 
kal madtxfs Scavolas ra dAXa’ CEcum. 

II. pt} ovveowovetre] ‘have no 
fellowship with,’ Auth.—a_ good 
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and accurate translation; compare 


coe Loh.aSo [commercium ha- 
= vy an 


hentes] Syr., ‘gadailans,’ Goth. The 
version of Eadie and De W., ‘take no 
part in,’ is questionable if not erro- 
neous, a8 this would imply a genitive ; 
comp. Rom. xi, 17, 1 Cor. ix. 23, 
Phil. i. 7. Though the sense is nearly 
the same, there is still no reason, 
either here, Phil. iv. 14, or Rev. xviii. 
4, for departing from the exact trans- 
lation. The form ovvxow. is 
found in AB'D! FGL®; and on such 
evidence is appy. rightly adopted by 
Tisch. (ed. 7); see Prolegom. p. XLVII. 
tots tpyots tots dxapm.] ‘the unfruit- 
ful works;’ comp. Gal. v. 19, 22, 
where there is a similar opposition be- 
tween fpya and xaprés. The com- 
ment of Jerome (cited by Harl.) is 
very good, ‘vitia in semet ipsa fini- 
untur et pereunt, virtutes frugibus 
pullulant et redundant ;’ see notes on 
(ral. v. 22. paddov 5% Kal 
cannot be correctly considered as a 
single formula, ‘yea, much more,’ 
Eadie: “a@ddov 5é¢ is corrective (see 
notes on Gal. iv. 9), while xa? is closely 
connected with the verb, preserving 
its full ascensive force, ‘not only py 
ovyx. but rather even éd\éyxere,’ ‘non 
satis abstinere est, Beng.; comp. 
Fritz. Rom. viii. 34, Vol. 11. p. 216. 

théyxere] ‘reprove thim,’ ‘redarguite,’ 
Vulg., Clarom.,—not by the passive 
virtual reproof of your holy lives and 
conversation (Peile), but, as St Paul’s 
use of the word (see esp. 1 Cor. xiv. 
24, 2 Tim. iv. 2, Tit. i. 9, 13, ii. 15), 
and still more the context, suggest, — 
by active and oral reprobation. The 
antithesis is thus most fully marked; 
‘do not connive at them or pass them 
over unnoticed, but take aggressive 


measures against them; try and raise 
the Gentiles to your own Christian 
standard ;’ see Olsh. in loc. 

12. Ta ydp K.7.A.] ‘Fur the things, 
&c.;’ confirmatory reason for the com- 
mand in the preceding clause. The 
connexion of this verse with the pre- 
ceding has been differently explained. 
If the correct meaning of é\é¢yx. (see 
above) be retained, there seems but 
little difficulty; yap then gives the 
reason for the cal éd\éyxere, ‘reproof 
is indeed necessary, for some of their 
sins, the'r secret vices for instance, 
are such that it is a shame even to 
speak of them, much less connive at 
them or join in them.’ Harl. refers 
yap more to uh ouve.; ‘do not com- 
mit these sins, for they are too bad 
even to mention.’ This however as- 
sumes a perfect identity between 7a 
Epy. rod ox. and Ta Kpupdy yew., which 
(see below) is highly doubtful; and 
also gives to the negative part of the 
command (which, as the corrective 
Ba)\dov Sé suggests, is obscured by the 
positive) an undue and untenable pro- 
minence. TA...KpUhH K.TA.] 
‘the things which are done in secret by 
them,’ sc. by the ulol ris dwrecbelas, 
ver. 6. There is not enough in the 
context to substantiate a reference to 
the mysteries and orgies of heathenism 
(Elsner, Obs. Vol. 11. p. 223). The 
use of xpvg¢j (which obviously has 
here a simple, and not an ethical 
meaning like oxéros), and its emphatic 
position, seem alike to show that ra 
Kpupy yu. are sins, not simply identical 
with ra &pya 7. oxdrovs, ver. II 
(Harl.), but a specific class of the 
genus. These ‘deeds done in secret’ 
then were all those ‘ peccata occulta’ 
which presented the worst features 6f 
the genus, and which, from their na- 
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ture and ipfamy, shunned the light of 
day and of judgment. 
kal A€yew] ‘even to speak of,’ ‘only to 
mention.’ This is an instance of what 
may be termed the descensive force of 
kal; see exx. in Hartung, Partik. xal, 
2.9, Vol. 1. p. 136; comp. Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. 11. p. 364, and notes on 
Gal. iii, 4. Elsner compares, not in- 
appropriately, Isocr. Demon. p. 5, 4 
rocewy alaxpdby, Taira voucve unde Aéyery 
elvac Kanédv. 

13. Ta St wdvra] ‘but all of 

nx 

them,’ ‘they all,’ ao BN ooo 
{illa omnia] Syr.-Phil.; continuation 
of the reason for the command p@A)ov 
5é xa é\éyy.— with antithetical refer- 
ence to the xpudf ywdueva, dé retain- 
ing its proper force in the opposition 
it suggests to any inference that might 
have been deduced from ver. 12; ‘it 
is true these deeds are done in secret, 
but all of them, &c.;’ see Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. It. p. 363, 365. Td wdyra is not 
‘all things,’ taken generally (Riick., 
Alf.), but, as the antithesis between 
kpupyj and gavep. (comp. Mark iv. 22) 
clearly suggests, ‘all the xpud# ywon.,’ 
‘haud dubie quin ea que occulte 
fiunt,’ Jer.; so rightly De W. and 
Meyer in loc. 
Yeyxdspeva] ‘when they are reproved,’ 


BPN «Te La] A\Se) o (dum redargu- 


untur] Syr.-Phil. ; predication of man- 
ner or perhaps rather of tume ap- 
pended to ra rdyra. The absence of 
the art. before édeyx. distinctly pre- 
cludes the translation ‘que arguun- 
tur’ (Vulg., Clarom., Auth.,—comp. 
Copt.), and shows that the participle 
is not an epithet but a secondary pre- 
dicate; see Scholef. Hinis, p. 103. 

Jwd rod hwrds havepotrar] ‘are made 
manifest by the light.’ It is somewhat 


difficult to decide whether these words 
are to be connected with the part. 
(Syr., Copt.), or with the finite verb 
(Eth., Syr.-Phil.,—appy.): a con- 
nexion with both (Scholef., comp. 
Stier) is an evasion, but not an expla- 
nation, of the difficulties. The follow- 
ing positions will perhaps serve to 
narrow the discussion. (a) *EXeyxé- 
Meva, both in tense as well as meaning 
(contr. Hamm., Peile), must stand in 
closest reference to é\éyxere: it may 
still be said however that the second- 
ary meaning of the word (comp. Clem, 
Alex, Protrept. 11. p. 19, éAddyxee Tov 
“Iaxxov Td pws) may have suggested 
the metaphorical language which fol- 
lows. (6) Bas (pdos, davepds) and 
g~avepdw are closely allied terms; the 
one so obviously explains, elucidates, 
and implies the other, that the con- 
nexion of the two in the same clause 
seems in a high degree natural and 
probable. (c) Sas must have the 
same meaning in both clauses; if 
simply metaphorical in the latter 
clause, then also simply metaphorical 
(not ethical, as in réxva dwrds) in the 
former. (@) The voice of davepbw 
must be the same in both clauses, and 
is certainly passive; the verb occurs 
49 times in the N.T., and never 
in a middle sense; see Winer, Gr. 
§ 38. 6, p. 230. These 
premises being applied, it seems clear 
that if we adopt the first-mentioned 
connexion, éAeyx. Urd Tov dur. 
(Chrys., al.), conditions (a) and (c) . 
cannot be fully satisfied; for either 
éXeyx. must be taken as nearly syn- 
onymous with gavep. (De W.), or 
@s must have an ethical reference 
(‘lux verbi,’ Croc.) in the former 
clause which it can scarcely bear in 
the latter; and further, éXeyxdm. will 
thus have a specification attached to 
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it, which is not in harmony with ver. 
13, where the act alone is enjoined 
without any special concomitant men- 
tion of the agent. It would thus seem 
to be almost certain that brd roi gw- 
ros must be joined with davepoirat, 
which it somewhat emphatically pre- 
cedes. We translate then, in ac- 
cordance with (a), (5), (c), (d), as fol- 
lows ; ‘ but all things (though so xpupfj 
yw.) when reproved are made manifest 
by the light (thus shed upon them), for 
everything that ts made manifest ts 
light (becomes daylight, is of the na- 
ture of light) ;’ comp. Scholef. J.c., and 
Wordsw. in loc. In a word, the rea- 
soning depends on the logical proposi- 
tion which Meyer has adduced,— 
‘quod est in effectu (¢@s éorl), id 
debet esse in caus& (twd Tod gwrés).’ 
That this gavdowors however does not 
necessarily imply or involve a ‘ muta- 
tio in melius’ (Jer. comp. Wordsw.), 
seems clear from (c). All that is 
asserted is that ‘ whatever is illumined 
is light ;’ whether that tend to con- 
demnation or the contrary depends 
upon the nature of the case, and the 
inward operation of the outwardly 
illuminating influence; see Alf. tn loc. 

14. 816] ‘On which account,’ since 
this Areyéts is so urgent and necessary 
a duty, and its nature such as described. 
On the use of 5:6, see notes on Gal. 
iv. 31. dye] ‘ He saith ;’ 
scil. 6 Oeds, according to the usual 
form of St Paul’s quotations ; see notes 
‘on ch, iv. 8, and on Gal. iii. 16. The 
words here quoted are not found 
exactly in the same form in the O. T., 
but certainly occur in substance in 
Isaiah lx. 1 sq. Meyer represents it 
as a quotation from an apocryphal 
writing which the Apostle introduce: 


by a lapse of memory; De W. as an 
application from a passage in the O.T., 
which he had so constantly used as at 
last to mistake for the original text. 
Alii alia. It seems much more reve- 
rent, as well as much more satisfactory, 
to say that St Paul, speaking under 
the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, is 
expressing in a condensed and sum- 
mary form the spiritual meaning of 
the passage. The prophet’s immediate 
words supply in substance the firat part 
of the quotation, NX} ‘> Hx WIP 
FUN; while cat émg. x.7.d. is the 
spiritual application of the remainder of 
the verse, viz. MI} TOP AYN’ W393, 
and of the general tenor of the pro- 
phecy: see esp. Is. lx. 19, and comp. 
Surenhus. Bi8\. KaraaAX. p. 588. Any 
attempt to explain Aéyec impersonally 
(‘one may say,’ Bornem. Schol. in 
Luc. p. XLVI.) is not only opposed to 
St Paul’s constant use of A¢éye, but 
is grammatically unsupported: ¢7et 
(comp. Lat. ‘inquit’) is so used, espe- 
cially in later writers, but no instances 
have been adduced of a similar use of 
Aéyet: comp. Bernhardy, Synt. XII. 4, 
p. 419. "Eyape] ‘ Awake,’ 
‘Up? This expression is now gene- 
rally correctly explained: it is not an 
instance of an ‘act. pro medio’ (Por- 
son, Eurip. Orest. 288), or of an ellip- 
sis of ceaurdéy, but simply a ‘formula 
excitandi;’ consult the excellent note 
of Fritz. Mark ii. 9, p. 55. The read- 
ing of the Rec. &yetpat, found only in 
some cursive mas., is undoubtedly a 
correction, and is rejected by all the 
best editors. dvdora] ‘arise. 
This shortened form occurs Acts xii. 
7, and may be compared with xardfa, 
Mark xv. 30, dvd8a, Rev. iv. 1; see 
Winer, Gr. § 14. 1, p. 73. 
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Walk strictly: avoid 
excess, but filled 
with the Spirit; sing 


psalms outwardly with 


your lips, and make melody with thankfulness in your hearts within. 


Kal éwibatioa «r.X.] ‘and Christ 
shall shine upon thee,’—obviously not 
in the derivative sense, ‘Christus tibi 
propitius erit’ (Bretsch.), but simply 
‘illuceacet tanquam sol’ (Beng.), ‘per 
gratiam te illuminabit’ (Est.): ray 
civ éyep0h ris awd rijs duaprias, rére 
éripatce, adrg 6 Xpiords, rouréoty, 
émivdupe. Wowep Kal 6 Frcos rots é 
Uxvou éyepOeiaw* Theoph. 

15. Badéwere otv) ‘ Take heed then;’ 
resumption of the preceding exhorta- 
tions (ver. 8) after the digression caused 
by the latter part of ver. 11. It is 
quite unnecessary to attempt to con- 
nect this closely with the preceding 
verse (Harless, Eadie) ; this resumptive 
use of ofy being by no means of rare 
occurrence (see Klotz, Derar. Vol. 11. 
p- 718, notes on Gal. iii. 5), and indeed 
being involved in the nature of the 
particle, which nearly always implies 
retrospective reference rather than direct 
inference; see Donalds. Gr. § 548. 31, 
p- 571. It is scarcely necessary to 
add that Bdrédrere has no reference 
whatever to the ¢ws previously alluded 
to (comp. Est.), but simply implies 
‘take heed;’ see 1 Cor. xvi. ro, Col. 
iv. 17 and notes én loc. 
wes Gxp\Bo¢ wepirareire] ‘how ye 
walk exactly, or with strictness,’ scil. 
‘quomodo illud efficiatis ut provide 
vivatis’ (r&s 7d dxptBas epydtecde), 
Fritz. Fritz. Opuse. p. 208, 209, note, 
—where this passage is carefully in- 
vestigated; see also Winer, Gr. § 41. 
4. c. obs. p. 268, who has long since 
given up the assumption that the text 
is an abbreviated expression for Bdé- 
were oy was weptwaretre, det be Uuas 
dxpBas weprraretvy, though cited by 
Meyer (ed. 2, 1853) as retaining it. 
Thus then the indic. is not used for 


the suly. (Grot.), which (if an admis- 
sible structure) would be ‘quomodo 
provide vivere possitis;’ nor for the 
future, which would be ‘quomodo 
provide vitam sitis acturi;’ but simply 
calls attention to that in which 7d dxpe- 
Bas reprareiy finds its present mani- 
festation, and which is specified more 
precisely in the clause which follows. 
As mepir. appy. here implies little 
more than {jy (see Fritz. Rom. xiii. 12, 
Vol. II, p. 141, comp. notes on ver. 
g), there is no necessity to depart from 
the literal meaning of dxp:8ds,—not 
‘caute,’ Vulg., Syr., still less, ‘ with- 
out stumbling,’ Conyb., but ‘exactly,’ 
‘accurate,’ Beza, ‘tanquam ad regu- 
lam et amussim,’ Fritz. Opuse. l.c.; 
see Neander, Planting, Vol. 1. p. 486 
(Bohn). pry ds drodor 
K.T.A.] ‘to wit, not as unwise but as 
wise,” more exact specification of the 
terms of the preceding clause. It is 
thus not necessary to supply either 
weptraroivres to this clause (Harl.), 
or wepiraryre to its second member 
(as in effect Fritz., ‘sed ut homines 
sapientes [vitam instituatis’], loc. cit., 
p. 209): the clause is simply dependent 
on wepiraretre, explaining the fore- 
going adverbs first on the negative 
and then on the affirmative side; both 
the strictness of their walk and the 
way in which that strictness was to be 
shown were to reflect the spirit of 
wise men and not of fools: comp. 
Gayler, Part. Neg. p. 63, where simi- 
lar positions of the negative clause 
are incidentally cited. 

16. €ayopafépevor tov xatpdov] 
‘buying up for yourselves (making your 
own) the opportunity, the fitting season ,” 
part. of manner exemplifying the wise 
spirit of action specified in the fore- 


V. 15, 16, 17. 


yopaCouevot Tov Katpov, Ste al 
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going member. This expression occurs 
twice in the N.T.; here with, and in 
Col. iv. 5 without an appended causal 
sentence: compare also Dan. ii. 8, xat- 
pov étayopdtere (appy. ‘hanc oppor- 
tunitatem capiatis,’ see Schoettg. Hor. 
Hebr. Vol. 1. p. 780, not ‘dilationem 
queritis,’ Schleusn.). The numerous 
and in most cases artificial explana- 
tions of this passage arise from the 
attempts to specify (a) those from whom 
(comp. Beng., ‘mali homines;° Calv., 
‘Diabolus’) the xa:pds is to be pur- 
chased, or (6) the price (all worldly 
things, 74 mxdvra, Chrys., Theoph., 
Schrader) paid for it; both of which 
are left wholly undefined. The force 
of éx does not appear intensive (Mey., 
comp. Plutarch, Crass. § 2), or simply 
latent (a Lap.), but directs the thoughts 
to the undefined time or circumstances 
out of which in each particular case 
the xaipds was to be bought; comp. 
Gal. iii. 13, iv. 5, where however the 
meaning is more special, and the re- 
ference of the preposition better de- 
fined by the context. The expression 
then seems simply to denote that we 
are to make a wise use of circumstances 
for our own good or that of others, 
and, as it were, like prudent merchants 
(comp. Beza, Corn. a Lap.) to ‘buy up 
the fitting season’ for so doing ; ‘ dili- 
genter observare tempus, ut id tuum 
fucias, eique ut dominus imperes,’ 
Tittm. Synon. p. 42; 80 Sever. (ap. 
Cram, Caten.), and in effect Origen (ib.), 
though he has too much mixed up the 
ideas of a right purchase of the time 
and a right expenditure of it. Fora 
sermon on this text see August. Serm. 
CLXVII. Vol. v. p. gog sq. (ed. Migne), 
vov xatpby] ‘the opportunity; not 
“hoc tempus, scil. tempus breve quod 
restat huic vo,’ Bretsch. (Sever. 6 
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katpds 6 wapwy, comp. Stier), but, as 
rightly explained by Cornel. a Lap., 
‘occasionem et opportunitatem scil. 
mercandi.’ On the use of xacpds (‘tem- 
pus, seu punctum temporis opportu- 
num’) and its distinction from ald», 
xpdvos, and wpa, see Tittm. Synon. p. 
39 sq., comp. Trench, Synon. Part 11. 
$7. wovnpal] ‘evil,’ in a 
moral sense (Gal. i. 4), not ‘difficulta- 
tum et asperitatis plena,’ Beza (comp. 
Gen. xlvii. 9), which would introduce 
an idea foreign to the context. Chris- 
tians are bidden to walk dxpi8ds, and 
to seize every opportunity, because 
‘the days’ (of their life, O'D') or of 
the period in which they lived) were 
marked by so much mural evil and 
iniquity; éwel ody 6 xatpds Sovdever 
Tois movnpois, étayopdcacbe auré», 
Wore xaraxphoacba al’rg mpos evad- 
Becav: Sever. ap. Cram. Caten. 

17, 8a rovro] ‘ For this cause; 
commonly referred to the clause im- 
mediately preceding, ered} 7 wovnpla 
dvGet? CEcum., Theoph. (so De W., 
Olsh.), but far more probably (see 
Mey.) to ver. 15, 16,—‘for this cause, 
sc. because ye ought to walk with such 
exactness ;’ el yap Ececbe Adpoves dx- 
piBas od mepixarjoere’ Schol. ap. 
Cram. Caten. ddpoves] ‘un- 
wise,’ senseless; ‘dppwy est qui mente 
non recte utitur,’ Tittm. Synon. p. 143, 
—where the distinctions between this 
word, vimios, dvénros, and dovveros 
are investigated ; but see notes on Gal. 
iii. 1. cuvidyres] ‘ understand- 
ing; ‘plus est cumévas quam ywuoKeu, 
ut apparet ex hoc loco cum Lue. xii. 
473 ywwoxew est nosse, cunévar attente 
expendere ;’ Grot. (Pol. Syn.). The 
reading is perhaps doubtful. Lachm., 
reads guviere with ABN; 6 mas.; 
Chrys. (ms.), but on external evidence 
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hardly equal to that for the participle 
[cunévres, DAEKL (cuviovres, DFG ; 
Alf.); nearly all mss.; Clarom., Vulg., 
Goth., Syr.-Phil., al., and many Ff. ], 
and in the face of the high probability 
that the imper. is due to a conforma- 
tion to ver. 18. 

18 Kal ph peObon.] ‘And be not 
made drunk with wine,’ specification of 
a particular instance; xal being here 
used to append the special to the gene- 
ral: on this and on the converse use, 
see notes on Phil. iv. 12, and comp. the 
good note of Fritz. Mark i. 5, p. 11. 
dv Sb] ‘wherein,’ Auth.; referring not 
simply to olvos (Schoettg.), but to 
peddoxecOac olvy, scil., ‘in inebria- 
tione,’ Beza; so rightly Orig. 1, ap. 
Cram. Cat. dowrla] ‘ disso- 
luteness,’ Hamm., ‘luxuria,’ Vulg., 
Clarom.; not inappropriately Goth., 
‘usstiurei’ [unyokedness]; rovs dxpa- 
rets xal els dxodaclay Samraynpovs dow- 
Tous kaoduer* Arist. Ethic. Nic. Iv. 1; 
comp. Cic. de Fin. 11. 8. “Aowros 
(owfw) appears to have two meanings, 
the rarer, ‘qui servari non potest,’ a 
meaning which Clem. Alex. (Pedag. 
II. 2, p. 184, ed. Pott.) applies to this 
place, 76 doworov rijs wébns bid rijs 
dowrlas alnéduevos,—and the more 
common, ‘qui servare nequit;’ see 
Trench, Synon. §16. The latter mean- 
ing passes naturally into that of ‘ dis- 
soluteness,” tte only sense in which 
dowrla and dowrws are used in the 
N.T., e.g. Luke xv. 13, Tit. i. 6, 1 Pet. 
iv. 4: the substantive is found Prov. 
xxviii. 7 (Trench), to which add 2 
Mace. vi. 4, where it is joined with 
x@por; see also Tittm. Synon. p. 152. 
dy IIvebpari] ‘with the Spirit,’ & being 
appy. primarily, though not exclu- 
sively, instrumental (Vulg., Arm.; see 


Orig. Cat.),— though an unusual con- 
struction with rAnpéw: see however 
ch. i. 23. Meyer cites also’ Phil. iv. 
19, but this is a doubtful instance ; 
still more so are Col. ii. 10, iv. 12 (cited 
by Eadie after Harl.), as in the first 
of these passages éy is obviously ‘in,’ 
and in the second the reading is more 
than doubtful; see notes in loc. There 
would seem to have been an inten- 
tional inclusiveness in the use of this 
prep., as Matthies (misrepresented by 
Eadie) suggests: the Spirit is not the 
bare instrument by which, but that im 
which and by which the true Christian 
is fully filled. Whether the passive 
w\npode Ge hints at our ‘reluctant will’ 
(Mey.) seems doubtful: there is no 
doubt however that the opposition is 
not between olvos and IIveiua, but, as 
the order of the words suggests, be- 
tween the two states expressed by the 
two verbs. On the omission of the 
article (which is inserted in FG), see 
notes on ch. ii. 20, and on Gal. v. §. 
19. Aadovyres éavrots] ‘speaking 
to one another ;’—not ‘to yourselves,’ 
Auth.; éavrots being used for d\A7Aas, 
as in ch. iv. 32; comp. Col. iii. 16, and 
see Jelf, Gr. § 654. 2. Scholefield 
(Hints, p. 103), and before him Bull 
(Prim. Trad. 1. 12), compare the well 
known quotation, ‘carmen Christo 
quasi Deo dicere secum invicem,’ Pliny, 
Epist. X.97. Whether the reference 
is here to social meetings (comp. Clem. 
Alex. Pedag. i1. 4, p. 194, Pott.), or 
expressly to religious service (Olsh.), 
or, a8 is mcre probable, to both, can 
hardly be determined from the con- 
text. Wodpots x.7.r.] ‘with 
psalms and hymns and spiritual songs.’ 
The distinctions between these words 
have been somewhat differently esti- 


V. 18, 109, 20. 
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mated. Olsh. and Stier wou'd confine 
Wary. to the Psalms of the Old. Test., 
Juvos to any Christian song of praise: 
this does not seem borne out by 1 Cor. 
xiv. 26 (see Alf.), compare James v. 
13. Harless refers the former to the 
Jewish, the latter to Gentile Chris- 
tians; Origen (Cat.) still more arbi- 
trarily defines the Yadu. as rept rdv 
mwpaxréwy, the Wdh as wept ris rob 
kécuou rdtews kat Trav Nord 57- 
buoupynudrwy. In a passage so gene- 
ral as the present, no such rigorous 
distinctions seem called for: Wadpds 
most probably, as Meyer suggests, 
denotes a sacred song of a character 
similar to that of the Psalms (6 Wa)- 
Mos eupedds dorw eddroyla kal cwdpwr’ 
Clem. Alex. Pedag. 11. 4, p. 194); 
Tpvog a song more especially of praise, 
whether to Christ (ver. 19), or God 
(ver. 20, comp. Acts xvi. 25, Heb. ii. 
12); @81) a definition generally of the 
genus to which all such compositions 
belonged (gdqv wvevxpatixyy &d ’Awé- 
oroXos elpnxe rdv Wadusy’ Clem. Alex. 
l. c.): so Trench, Synon. Part m1. § 28. 
To this last the epithet rr»evparcxais is 
added,—sc. not merely ‘of religious 
import,’ Olsh. (‘sancta,’ Acth. ), ‘having 
to do with spiritual things,’ Trench, 
but in accordance with the last clause 
of ver. 18, ‘such as the Holy Spirit 
inspired and gave utterance to;’ ydA- 
Aovres yap IIvedu. wAnpobyrac dylov’ 
Chrys. Much curious information 
will be found in the article ‘ Hymni 
a Christianis decantandi,’ in Deyling, 
Obs. No. 44, Vol. 111. p. 430 8q.: for 
authorities, see Fabricius, Bibliogr. 
Antiq. XI. 13, and for specimens of 
ancient Juvo., ib. Bibl. Greca, Book v. 
1.34. Lachm. inserts é in brackets 
before Wadpots, but on authority [B; 
5 mss.; Clarom., Sangerm., Vulg., 


Goth., al.; Chrys. ] nearly the same and 
apparently equally insufficient with 
that [B ; Clarom., Sangerm. ; Ambrst. 
ed.] on which he (so Alf.) similarly 
encloses the scarcely doubtful vev- 
parcxais., d8ovres nal Wdd- 
Aovres «. T.A.] ‘singing and making 
melody in your heart,’ participial 
clause, co-ordinate with (Mey.) not 
subordinate to (so as to specify the 
moral quality of the psalmody, werd 
ovvécews, Chrys.) the foregoing Aadoip- 
res x.7T.. Harl. very clearly shows 
that é& 77 xapdig even without dude 
could not indicate any antithesis be- 
tween the heart and lips, much less 
any qualitative definition,—‘ without 
lip-service’ (comp. Theod., Eadie), or 
‘heartily,’ like éx rfjs xapdlas (xara 
thy xapd. CEcum.), but that simply 
another kind of psalmody is mentioned, 
that of the inward heart; ‘ canentes 
intus in animis et cordibus vestris,’ 
Bulling. (cited by Harl.). The 
reading év rats xapdlas, though well 
supported [Lachm. with ADEFGN*; 
47; Clarom., Vulg., Syr., Goth., 
Copt., Syr.-Phil. in marg.; Bas., Chrys. 
(2), al.), is still properly rejected by 
Tisch., as an emendation of & r7 
xapdig [BN)(both omit é&)KL; nearly 
all mss.; Syr.-Phil.; Chrys., Theod., 
al.) derived from. Col. iii. 16. 

20. edyapiot. wdvr.] ‘giving thanks 
always; third, and more comprehen- 
sive participial member, specifying the 
great Christian accompaniment of this 
and of all their acts (see notes on ver. 
4, Phil. iv. 6, and Col. iv. 2), and pre- 
paring the way for the further duty 
expressed in ver. 21. It would thus 
appear that the imperative rnp. év II». 
has four participial clauses appended, 
two of which specify more particular, 
and the third a more pervading mani- 
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Wives be subject to 
your hushands as the 
Church is to Christ. 
Husbands love your wives as Christ loved His Church. Mar- 
riage is a type of the mystical union of Christ and the Church. 


22 Ai yvuvaixes, trois idios avdpacty 


22. dvdpdow] Tisch. has with good judgment rejected the addition of tro- 
rdooeobe,—whether after yuvaices with DEFG; Lect. 19; Syr., al.: or after 
dv8pdow, with KL; very many Vv.; Chrys., al. (Rec., Scholz),—though sup- 
ported in the omission only by B, all Gr. MSS. used by Jerome, and Clem. 
(Harl., Mey., De W.). Lachm. inserts troraccécOwoay after dvipdow with 
AN ; 10 mss.; Vulg., Copt., Goth.; Clem. (1), Bas., al.; the variations however, 
and still more the absence of the word in the MSS. mentioned by Jerome, 
render it in a very high degree probable that the original text had no verb in 


the sentence. 


festation of the fruits of the Holy 
Spirit, viz. gdar xeddwy (Ecclus. xxxix. 
15), @dal év TZ xapdig, and evxapic- 
ria, while the fourth, troracc., passes 
onward to another form of Christian 
duty; see notes ver. 21, and for two 
good sermons on this text, Barrow, 
Serm. Vil. 1X. Vol. 1. p. 179 8q. 

trip wdvrev] ‘for all things,’ Auth.; 
not masc., sc. bree wdyrwy Tay Tijs 
evepyeolas merechnxérwy’ Theod. Meyer 
needlessly limits the wdyra to bless- 
ings; surely it is better to say, with 
Theoph., obx vrép ray dyabdv pdyvov, 
GANA cal rdv AuTnpay, Kal dy lopev, 
kal dy otk topev, kai yap a wrdvrov 
evepyerovpeda Kdv dyvodyevr. Numer- 
ous instances of similar cumulation 
and mrapixnots are cited by Lobeck, 
Paralipom. p. 56, 57. év 
évépart] ‘in the name;’ obviously not 
‘ad honorem’ (Flatt.), nor even ‘per 
nomen,’ scil. ‘per Christum’ (a Lap.), 
but ‘in nomine,’ Vulg., Clarom., Copt., 
al.: the name of Christ is that general 
and holy element, as it were, in which 
everything (as Harless forcibly re- 
marks) is to be received, to be enjoined, 
to be done, and to be suffered; see 
Col, iii. 17. The context will always 
indicate the precise nature of the ap- 
plication; see the exx. cited by Alf. 


an loc. 


Tt Gep xal wrarpl] 
‘to God and the Father; see notes 
on: ch. i. 3, on Gal. i. 4, and on the 
most suitable mode of translating this 
special and august title, notes to Gal. 
i, 4 (Transl). 

21. vmroraccdpevor dAAHA.] ‘ sub- 
mitting yourselves to one another; not 
for the finite verb (Flatt.; see contra 
Hermann, Viger, No. 227, Winer, Gr. 
§ 45. 6, p. 314), but a fourth parti- 
cipial clause appended to wAnpotode. 
The first three name three duties, more 
or less special, in regard to God, the 
last a comprehensive moral duty in 
regard to man, which seems to have 
been suggested by the remembrance of 
the humble and loving spirit which is 
the moving principle of ev’xapioria. 
In the following paragraph, and under 
a somewhat similar form (vwaxoy) in 
vi. 1 8q. and vi. 5 sq., this general duty 
is inculcated in particular instances : 
érecdy) Kowny Thy wept THs vrorayis 
vonobeclay mpoohveyxe kar’ eldos, dot- 
wov wapawet rd xard\An\a’ Theod. 
On the distinction between troracc. 
(sponte) and mweapxeiv (coactus), see 
Tittm. Synon. Part I. p. 3. It 
must be admitted that there is some 
difficulty in the connexion between this 
and the foregoing participial member. 


V. 21, 22, 23. 
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We can however hardly refer the clause 
to the remote ph wedvcx. (‘don’t blus- 
ter, ... but be subject,’ Eadie, Alf.), 
but may reasonably retain the con- 
nexion indicated above, the exact con- 
necting link being perhaps the vwép 
xdyvrwy; ‘ thanking God for all things 
(joys—yea sorrows, submitting your- 
selves to Him, yea), submitting your- 
selves to one another;’ comp. Chrys., 
wa wdyrwy kparauey Tay waddv, wa 
T@ Oe@~ Sovrlcvwuer, Wa THv mpds ddAAN- 
Nous dydwryny diacw{wuer. dv 
$6Bq Xp.] ‘in the fear of Christ:’ the 
prevailing feeling and sentiment im 
which vrorayy is to be exhibited ; ‘ex 
[in] timore Christi ; quia scilicet Chris- 
tum reveremur, eumque timemus offen- 
dere ;’ Corn. a Lap. The reading 
Geo (Rec.) is only supported by cur- 
sive mss.; Clem., Theod.; and is rightly 
rejected by all modern editors. 

22. Al yvvatkes] ‘Wires,—sc. be 
subject:’ first of the three great ex- 
emplifications (husbands and wives,— 
parents and children, ch. vi. 1 8q.,— 
masters and servants, ch. vi. § sq.) 
of the duty of subjection previously 
specified. A verb can easily and ob- 
viously be supplied from the pre- 
ceding verse,—either broraccécOwoay 
(Lachm.), or more probably, as the 
imper. in ver. 25 and Col. iii. 18 sug- 
gests, Urordaceade (Rec.). tots 
lors dvSpaow] ‘your own husbands ;’ 
those specially yours, whom feeling 
therefore as well as duty must prompt 
you to obey; comp. 1 Pet.iii.1. The 
pronominal adject. (Slocs is clearly more 
than a mere possess. pronoun (De W.), 
or, what is virtually the same, than 
a formal designation of the husband, 
‘der Ehemann’ (Harl., Winer), for 
‘St Paul might have equally well used 
ros dvépdow, as in Col. iii. 18. It 
seems rather to retain its proper force 


both here and 1 Pet. iii. 1, and imply 
by a latent antithesis the legitimacy 
(comp. John iv. 16), exclusiveness (1 Cor. 
vii. 2), and speciality (1 Cor. xiv. 35) 
of the connexion; see esp. 1 Esd. iv. 
20, éyxaradelre...rhv 15. xwpay Kal 
wpos Thy ld. yuvatka xo\\Gra. We 
may also adduce against Harl. his 
own quotation, Stobseus, Floril. p. 22, 
Geavd...dowrnbetoa rl mpdrov ely yu- 
val’ 7d r@ ldly, pn, dpéoxew avdpl: 
clearly ‘her own husband,—no one 
except in that proper and special re- 
lationship.” It may still be remarked 
that the use of fos in later writers is 
such as to make us cautious how far 
in all cases in the N.T. (see Matth. 
xxii. §, John i. 42) we press the usual 
meaning: see Winer, Gr. $ 22. 7, p. 
13g, and notes on ch. iv. 28. 

ds ro Kvpl] ‘asto the Lord,’ clearly 
not ‘as to the lord and master,’ which 
perspicuity would require to be rots 
xuplots, but—to Christ; ‘vir Christi 
imago,’ Grot., xaddv T7 yuvackl Xpurrdy 
aléeicGar dia rod dvdpds: Greg.-Naz. 
The meaning of ws is somewhat doubt- 
ful. Viewed in its simplest gram- 
matical sense as the pronoun of the 
relative (Klotz, Derar. Vol. 11. p. 737), 
the meaning would seem to be ‘yield 
that obedience to your husbands which 
you yield to Christ ;> comp. Beng. As 
however the immediate context and, 
still more, the general current of the 
passage (comp. ver. 32) represent mar- 
riage in its typical aspect, ws will seem 
far more naturally to refer (as in ch. 
vi. 5, 6, comp. Col. iii. 23) to the aspect 
under which the obedience is to be re- 
garded (‘quasi Christo ipsimet, cujus 
locum et personam viri repreesentant,’ 
Corn. a Lap.), than to describe the 
nature of it (Eadie), or the manner 
(De Wette) in which it is to be ten- 
dered; see notes on Col. iii. 23. Still 
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less probable is a reference merely to 
the similarity between the duties of 
the wife to the husband and the Church 
to Christ (Koppe, comp. Eadie), as 
this interpr. would clearly require ws 
h éxxyX. TH Kup.: see Meyer. It 
is thus well and briefly paraphrased 
by Chrys., dray brelkys rp dvdpl,’ ws 
T@ Kuply Sovrevovca ipyod welbecOa 
(Sav.): see also Greg.-Naz. Orat. XxxI. 
p- 500 (ed. Morell.). - 

23. dyvip] ‘a husband.’ The omis- 
sion of the article [with all the uncial 
MSS., and nearly all modern editors] 
does not affect the meaning of the pro- 
position, but only modifies the form in 
which it is expressed: 6 dyh}p would 
be ‘the husband,’ 7.e. ‘every husband’ 
(see notes on Gal. iii. 20); dvhp is ‘a 
husband,’ 7.¢. any one of the class; 
comp. Winer, Gr. § 19. I, p. 111: yurn, 
on the contrary, has properly the ar- 
ticle as marking the definite relation 
it beara to the dyjp (‘his wife’), on 
which the general proposition is based. 
wg kal 6 Xp. «.r.A.] ‘as Christ also is 
head—of the Church :’ the ‘being head’ 
is common to both dvip and Xp.; the 
bodies to which they are so are dif- 
ferent. In sentences thus composed of 
correlative members, when the enun- 
‘ciation assumes its most complete 
form, kal appears in both members, ¢.g. 
Rom. i. 13; comp. Kiihner, Xen. 
Mem. 1.1.6. Frequently it appears 
only in the demonstrative, or, as here, 
only in the relative member; see Har- 
tung, Partik. xal, 2. 2, Vol. 1. p. 126. 
In all these cases however the particle 
xal preserves its proper force. In the 
former case, ‘per aliquam cogitandi 
celeritatem,’ a double and reciprocal 
comparison is instituted between the 
two words to each of which xal is an- 
nexed; see Fritz. Rom. Vol. L p. 38: 


in the two latter cases a single com- 
parison only is enunciated between the 
word qualified by xai and some other, 
whether expressed or understood ; see 
Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 635, and comp. 
Winer, Gr. § 53. 5, p. 390, who how- 
ever on this construction is not wholly 
satisfactory. airds cwrrip] 
‘He Himself is the saviour of the 
body:’ declaration, apparently with a 
paronomasia (cwrhp...cdparos), of an 
important particular in which the com- 
parison did not hold; the clause not 
being appositional (Harl.), but, as the 
use of dAAd in the following verse 
seems distinctly to suggest (see notes 
on ver. 24), independent and emphatic 
(Mey.); ‘ He—and, in this full sense, 
none other than He—is the cwrhp of 
the body.’ The reading xal atrés éore 
[Rec. with D*D°E*°K LN‘; majority 
of mss. ; Syr. (both), Goth., al.; many 
Ff.] seems clearly an explanatory gloss, 
and is rightly rejected by nearly all 
recent editors. 

24. GddAd] ‘Nevertheless.’ The ex- 
planation of this particle is here by no 
means easy. According to the usual 
interpr. adrés x.7. Xd. (ver. 23) forms 
an apposition to the preceding words, 
the pronoun adrés (comp. Bernhardy, 
Synt. VI. 10, p. 287) being inserted 
with a rhetorical emphasis. The proof 
is then introduced by dAAd, which, 
according to De W., preserves its ad- 
versative character in the fresh aspect 
under which it presents the relation ; 
‘ But as the Church, é&c.:’ see Winer, 
Gr. § 53. 10. I. a, p. 400. This is 
plausible, but, as Meyer has ably 
shown, cannot be fairly reconciled with 
the clear adversative force of d\\d,— 
‘aliud jam esse de quo sumus dic- 
turi’ (Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 2): &é 
or ovv would have been appropriate ; 


. V. 24, 25, 26. 
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dA is wholly out of place. Riickert 
and Harless explain it as resumptive 
(Hartung, Partik. ddd, 2. 7, Vol. 1. 
p. 40), but surely, after a digression of 
only four words, this is inconceivable. 
Eadie supposes an ellipsis, ‘be not dis- 
* obedient, &c.’ an assumption here still 
more untenable; as in all such uses of 
a&\Ad, and in all those which he has 
adduced (some of which, e.g. Rom. 
vi. §, 2 Cor. vii. r1, are not correctly 
explained), the ellipsis is simple and 
almost self-evident; compare Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. 1. p. 7. Amid this 
variety of interpretation, that of Calv., 
Beng., Meyer, and recently Alf., alone 
seems simple and satisfactory. Adrds 
x.7.X. is to be considered as forming 
an independent clause; it introduces 
a particular peculiar to Christ, and 
therefore in the conclusion is followed, 
not by ody or dé, but by the fully ad- 
versative d\Ad: ‘ ffe is the saviour of 
the body (man certainly is not that), 
nevertheless, as the Church is subject 
unto Christ, so, dc.’ The various at- 
tempts to explain the owrnpla in 
reference to the other mémbers of the 
comparison, the husband and wife 
(comp. Bulling., Beza; Hofm. Schriftd. 
Vol. 11. 3, p. 115), are all forced and 
untenable. The reading dowep 
for ws [Rec. with D9EKL; most mas.; 
Theod., Dam.] is rightly rejected by 
most recent editors. obras 
wal «.7.A.] ‘so let wives also (be sub- 
ject) to their husbands tn everything,’— 


scil. troraccéc@woay, supplied from: 


the preceding member. The Rec. in- 


serts (8los before dvipdow with AD. 


E*KL; many mas., Vv. and Ff.,—but 


in opp. to preponderant authority : 


[BD'E! FGN ; Clarom., Sangerm., al.], 
and to the internal objection that the 
word was an interpolation taken from 
ver. 22. 

a5. Ot dvSpes x...) ‘Husbands, 
love your wives ;’ statement of the re- 
ciprocal duties of the husband; dxove 
kal wOs ce wddw dvaykdfa dyardy 
airy, AN’ obxl SerroTcKGs mpoopépe- 
cba. dydra yap abriy roly pérpy; 
cal é Xp. rhy éxxdrnolay. rpovde abrfjs, 
ws xal d Xp. éxelvns’ xdv 8éy Te wadety, 
xdv drobavety 5¢ althi, wh waparioy’ 
Theoph. On this and the two fol- 
lowing verses, see a good sermon by 
Donne, Serm: Lxxxv. Vol. Iv. p. 63 8q: 
(ed. Alf.). It may be remarked that 
we seem right in returning to the 
reading of ed. 1, rds ‘ywvaixas, not 
Tas uv. éauray as in ed. 2; the 
critical balance being altered in con- 
sequence of the testimony of N in 
favour of the shorter reading. 
xabds kal &.7.A.] ‘even as Christ also 
loved the Churth and gave Himself for 
it;’ nearly a repetition of the latter 
part of ver. 2, where see the notes on 
the different details. 

26. tva atriy dy.] ‘in order that 
He might sanctify it;’ immediate, not 
(as De W.) remote purpose of the wa- 
padidévar,—sanctification of the Church 
attendant on the remission of sins in 
baptism ; see Pearson, Creed, Vol. 1. 
p. 435 (Burt.), Taylor, Bapét. 1x. 17, 
Waterland, Eucharist, 1x. 3; Vol. Iv. 
p. 645. Both sanctification and puri- 
fication are dependent on the atoning 
death of Christ, the former as an act 
contemplated’ by it, the latter as an 
act included in it. There is thus no. 
necessity to modify the plain and 
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natural meaning of the verb; dycf. 
here neither implies simple consecra- 
tion (Eadie) on the one hand, nor ex- 
piation, absolution (Matth.), on the 
other, but the communication and in- 
fusion of holiness and moral purity; 
see Pearson, Creed, Vol. 1. p. 404, 
comp. Suicer, Thesaur. s.v. 11. a, Vol. 
1. p. 54. xaBaplous] ‘having 
purified it;’ temporal participle, here 
more naturally denoting an act antece- 
dent to dy:aoy (Olsh., Mey.) than one 
contemporaneous with it, as appy. 
Syr., Vulg., al., and, as it would seem, 
the Authorized Version. Eadie is far 
too hasty in imputing ‘error’ te Hari. 
for maintaining the latter: it is clearly 
tenable on grammatical (see Bernhar- 
dy, Synt. X. 9, p. 383, and notes ch. 
i, 9), but less probable on dogmatical 
grounds: comp. 1 Cor. vi. 11, ddd 
dwedotoacbe, GAG trytdoOnre. 

t@ AovTp@ rov TSaros] ‘by the [well- 
known) laver of the water ;* gen. ‘ma- 
terie,’ Scheuerl. Synt. § 12, p. 82; 
comp. Soph. Gd. Col. 1599. The 
reference to baptism is clear and dis- 
tinct (see Tit. iii. 5, and notes i loc.), 
and the meaning of )oirpov (‘lava- 


crum,’ Vulg., Clarom., [asd 


Syr., ‘pvahla,’ Goth.)— indisputable: 
instances have been urged in behalf 
of the active sense of \odrpor (adopted 
by Auth., and perhaps by Copt., 
féth.), but in all that have yet 
been adduced (¢.g. Ecclus. xxxiv. 25 
[30], rl dpédrncer rp Aourpg atrod;), 
the peculiar force of the termination 
(instrumental object; comp. Donalds. 
Crat. § 267, Pott, Etym. Forsch. Vol. 
II. p. 403) may be distinctly traced : 
see exx. in Rost u. Palm, Lex. s.v. 
Vol. m. p. 83, and comp. Suicer, 
Thesaur. s.v. Vol. 11. p. 377. It seems 
doubtful whether Olsh. is quite correct 
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in denying that there is here any allu- 
sion to the bride’s bath before marriage 
(Elsner, Obs. Vol. 11. p. 226); see 
ver. 27, which considered in referencu 
with the context, and compared with 
Rev. xxi. 2, makes such an allusion 
far from improbable. dy prjparc} 
‘in the word,’ ‘in verbo,’ Vulg., 
Clarom., Copt., Goth. There is great 
difficulty in determining (1) the exact 
meaning, (2) the grammatical connexion 
of these words. With regard to the 
former, we may first remark that 
pj occurs (excluding quotations) five 
times in St Paul’s Epp. and four in 
Heb., and in all cases directly (Rom. 
x. 17, Eph. vi. 17, Heb. vi. 5, xi. 3) 
or indirectly (Rom. x. 8, 2 Cor. xii. 4, 
Heb. i. 3, xii. 19) refers to words 
proceeding ultimately or immediately 
from God. The ancient and plausible 
reference to the words used in baptism 
(Chrys., Waterl. Justif. Vol. vi. p. 
13) would thus, independently of the 
omission of the article, scarcely seem 
probable; see Estiusin loc. The same 
observation applies with greater or lesa 
force to every interpr. except ‘the 
Gospel,’ 7d pia tis wlorews, Rom. 
x. 8, the word of God preached and 
taught preliminary to baptism (comp. 
notes ch. i. 13); the omission of the 
article being either referred to the 
presence of the prep. (Middleton, Gr. 
Art. VI. 1), or more probably to the | 
fact that words of similarly definite 

import (e.g. wduos, xdpts, Kx. 7 X.) 
are frequently found anarthrous; see 
Winer, Gr. § 19. 5, p. 132. (2) 
Three constructions obviously present 
themselves ;—(a) with dy:doy; (b) with 
T@ Aourpg rol vdaros; (c) with xada- 
ploas, or rather with the whole ex- 
pression, xa0. Tr. Nourp. 7. Vd. Of these 
(a), though adopted by Jerome, and 
recently maintained by Riick., Winer 
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(Gr. § 20. 3, p. 125), and Meyer, is 
seriously opposed to the order of the 
words, and (if év be considered simply 
instrumental) introduces an idea (dy. 
év piu.) which is scarcely doctrinally 
tenable: the second (5) is plainly in- 
consistent with the absence of the 
article, this being a case which is not 
referable to any of the three cases 
noticed on ch. i. 15,—appy. the only 
ones in which, in constructions like 
the present, the omission can be justi- 
fied:—the third (c), though not with- 
out difficulties, is on the whole fairly 
satisfactory. According to this view 
éy phuare has neither a purely instru- 
mental, nor certainly a simple modal 
force (‘verheissungsweise,’ Harl.), but 
specifies the necessary accompaniment, 
that in whtch the baptismal purifica- 
tion is vouchsafed (comp. John xv. 3), 
and without which it is not granted: 
comp. Heb. ix. 23, é aluarc rdvra 
xaOaplfera: x.7.X., where the force of 
the prep. is somewhat similar. 

27. tvawapacrioy] ‘in order that 
He might present:’ further and more 
ultimate purpose Of éaurdy wrapddwxev 
trép alrfis (ver. 25), the full accom: 
plishment of which must certainly be 
referred to 6 alwy 6 ué\\wy (August., 
Est.), not to 6 aldw otros (Chrys, 
Beng., Harl.), sea Pearson, Creed, 
Vol. 1. p. 406 (ed. Burt.). Schoettg. 
appositely cites the Rabbinical interpr. 
of Cant. i. 5, AYN) ‘IY TN, in 
which the swarthiness is referred to 
the Synagogue mtn Dow [in hoo 
seculo], the comeliness to it N37 pda 
{in seculo futuro]; see Petersen, von 
der Kirche, 11.220. The verb rapa- 
orhey is here used as in 2 Cor. xi. 3, of 
the presentation of the bride to the 
bridegroom, — not of an offering (Harl.; 


Rom. xii. 1), which would here be a 
reference wholly inappropriate. 

atrés daur@] ‘ Himself to Himself ; 
not ‘for Himself,’ i.e. for His joy 
and glory (Olsh.), but, with local re- 
ference, ‘to Himself.’ Christ permits 
neither attendants nor handmaids to 
present the Bride: He alone presents, 
He receives. The reading rapacr. 
aurhy éaur@ [ Rec. with D?EK; most 
mss.; Syr. (both); Chrys., Theod.] is 
rightly rejected on preponderant evi- 
dence [ARD!FGLN; 15 mas.; Cla- 
rom., Vulg., Goth., al.; Greek and 
Lat. Ff.] by most modern editors, 
WSofov tiv dexAnclav] ‘the Church 
glorious ;’ the tertiary predicate Evdoftor 
(Donalds. Gr. § 489) being placed em- 
phatically forward and receiving its 
further explanation from the partici- 
pial clause which follows: so, with a 
correct observance of the order, Copt., 
4Eth., probably Vulg., Clarom., and all 
the best modern commentators, 

BH) fxovcav omlrov] ‘not having a 
spot.” The word omlros (usacpss, pi-. 
wos, Suid.) is a dis Aeydéu. in the N. T. 
(2 Pet. ii. 13), and belongs to later 
Greek, the earlier expression being 
xnXls, see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 28. 
Lachm., Tisch., Bruder (Concord.), 
Meyer, and others, still retain the ac- 
centuation oxtdos. As the iota is 
short (comp. dewtdos, Antiph. ap. 
Anthol. Vol. v1. 252) the accentuation 
in the text seems moat correct; comp. 
Arcad. Accent, VI. p. §2 (ed. Barker). 
@vrida] ‘a wrinkle:’ juris, 4) cuvedr- 
xvopévrn odpt? Etym. M. ; derived from 
PTQ, éptw, see Benfey, Wurzellex. 
Vol. 11. p. 317. Ruga and ‘ wrinkle’ are 
probably cognate forms; see ib. p. 314, 
and comp. Diffenbach, Lex. Vol. 1. 
p. 236. GAA va f] ‘but in order 
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that it might be;’ change of construc- 
tion, as if &a wh ey had preceded: 
similar exx. of ‘oratio variata’ are 
cited by Winer, Gr. §63. 11. 1, p. 509. 
On the true meaning of dyla as ap- 
plied to the Church, see Pearson, 
Creed, Art. Ix. Vol. I. p. 403 (Burt.), 
Jackson, Creed, XII. 4. 3, and on dyw- 
pos, see notes ch. i. 4. The context 
might here seem to favour the transla- 
tion ‘omni macul4 carens’ (comp. Cant. 
iv. 7), but it seems more correct to say 
that the first part of the verse presents 
the conception of purity, dc. in meta- 
phorical language, the second in words 
of simply ethical meaning. 

28. otras] ‘Thus,’ ‘in like man- 
ner ;’ ‘ita, scilicet uti Christus dilexit 
ecclesiam quemadmodum jam dixi,’ 
Corn. a Lap. Even if the reading of 
the Rec. be retained (otrws 6. of dvdp. 
dy. «.7.d.3 see below), the reference 
must still clearly be to caOws xal 6 
Xp. «.7T.A. Ver. 25—27, not as Eat. 
(comp: De W.) suggests, to the fol- 
lowing ds; this latter construction 
being contrary, not necessarily ‘to 
grammatical law’ (Eadie; for comp. 
John vii. 46, 1 Cor. iv. 1), but to the 
natural use of oJrws, of which ‘non 
alia est vis quam que nature ejus 
consentanea est, ut eo confirmentur 
precedentia;’ Herm. Viger, Append. 
x. p. 747. In passages like 1 Cor. 
l.c. there is an obvious emphasis, 
which would here be out of place. 
The reading is doubtful, as in addition 
to the former evidence in favour of 
Rec. [KL; nearly all mss.; Syr., 
Arm. ; Chrys., Theod., al.] that of B 
(dpelr. xat of dvdpes) and of & may 
now be urged for the inversion. The 
authority for the longer and non-in- 


verted reading, xal of dvdpes ddeldou- 


' Alf. an loc. 


ow, viz. ADEFG; 2 mass.; Clarom., 
Vulg., Goth., Copt.; Clem., Lat. Ff. 
(ed. 2, Lachm.), is not inconsiderable, 
but may perhaps now be rightly con- 
sidered inferior to that for the text. © 

és Ta daurdv copara] ‘as (being) 
their own bodies ;’ not ‘wie ihre eigen- 
en Leiber,’ Meier (comp. Alf.), but 
‘als ihre eigenen Leiber,’ Luth., Mey. 
The context clearly implies that Christ 
loved the Church not merely just as 
(comparatively) He loved His own body 
(scil. ws éauréy, Schoettg.), but as being 
His own body, the body of which He is 
the Head. In the hortatory applica- 
tion therefore ws must have a similarly 
semi-argumentative force; otherwise, 
as Harl. remarks, we should have two 
comparisons, the one with odrws, the 
other with ws, which would mar the 
perspicuity of the passage. In the 
present view, on the contrary, the dis- 
tinction is logically preserved: odrws 
alone introduces the comparison; ws 
with its regular and proper force 
marks the aspects (see notes on ver. 
22) in which the wives were to be 
regarded (‘as being, in the light of, 
their own bodies’), and thus tacitly 
supplies to the exhortation an argu- 
ment arising from the acknowledged 
nature of the case. For a defence of 
the simple comparative use of ws, see 
6 dyamév «. 7.A.] 
“He that loveth his own wife loveth 
himself ;’ explanation of the preceding 
ws Ta dauvray ow. The Apostle’s 
argument rests on the axiom that a 
man’s wife is a part of his very self. 
Husbands are to love them as being 
their own bodies: thus their love to: 
them is in fact self-love; it is not car’ 
épecdjy, but xara piow, " 


V. 28, 29, 30. 
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29. odSels ydp «1.X.] ‘For no one 
ever hated ;? confirmation and proof of 
the position just laid down, 6 dyarday 
x.T.A.: first, it is ultimately based on 
a general law of nature, ovdels wore 
x.7.X. (‘insitam nobis esse corporis 
nostri caritatem,’ Senec. Epis. 14, 
cited by Grot.); secondly, it is sug- 
gested by the example of Christ, 
xadws xal 6 Xp. «.7.r. The whole 
argument then seems to run, ‘ Men 
ought to love their wives as Christ 
loves His Church, as being in fact (I 
might add) their own (éaur@yv) bodies ; 
yes, I say the man who loves his wife 
loves himself (éaurév); for if he hated 
her he would hate (according to the 
axiom in ver. 28) his own flesh, where- 
as, on the contrary, unless he acts 
against nature, he nourishes it, even as 
(to urge the comparison again) Christ 
nourishes His Church.’ 
tiv davrod odpxa) ‘His own flesh.’ 
This word appears undoubtedly to 
have been chosen in preference to 
oda, on account of the allusion to 
Gen. ii. 23, which is still further sus- 
tained by the longer reading of ver. 30 
and the quotation in ver. 31. 

BAAR durpépar] ‘but nourisheth,’ ‘mi- 
nisters to its outward growth and 
development.’ The prep. does not ap- 
pear intensive (‘valde nutrit,’ Beng.), 
but marks the evolution and develop- 
ment produced by the rpégdew: comp. 
Xen. Gcon. xvi. 10, éxrpépew rhy 
viv 7d owdppa els kaprév. 

wal OdAre] ‘and cherisheth,’ ‘fovet,’ 
Vulg., Clarom.,—more derivatively, 


Dero [et curat] Syr., sim. A&th.- 


Platt, ‘solicite conservat;’ Meyer 
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maintains the literal meaning, ‘warm- 
eth’ (comp. Goth. ‘varmeip’), citing 
Beng., ‘id spectat amictum, ut nutrit 
victum.’ This seems however here an 
interpr. far too definite and realistic: 
@d\wew certainly primarily and pro- 
perly implies ‘to warm,’ but still may, 
as its very etymological affinities (Ay), 
Odw) suggest, bear the secondary 
meaning, ‘to cherish,’ the fostering 
warmth of the breast (comp. Theocr. 
Idyll. x1v. 38) being the connecting 
idea; see 1 Thess. ii. 7, ws da» rpodds 
Oddy Ta éaurijs Téxva. 
ales cal «7.A.] ‘Even as Christ 
the Church,’ scil. éxrpépe. xat Oddre, 
with general reference to the tender 
love of Christ towards His Church. 
Any special applications (‘nutrit eam 
verbo et Spiritu, vestit virtutibus,’ 
Grot.) seem doubtful and precarious, 
The reading of Rec. (6 Kupcos rip 
éxxd.) rests only on D®'KL; majority 
of mss.; Dam., Cicum., and is rightly 
rejected by nearly all modern editors. 
30. Sre p&An lopdy] ‘because we 
are members ;’ reason why Christ thus 
nourishes and cherishes His Church. 
The position of ué\7n seems emphatic ; 
‘members,'—not accidental, but in- 
tegral parts of His body (Mey.), united 
to Him not only as members of His 
mystical body, the Church, but by the 
more mysterious marital relation in 
which Christ in His natural and now 
glorified body stands to His Church. 
On the important dogmatical appltca- 
tion of this passage to the Holy Com- 
munion, see Waterland, ucharist, 
ch. vil. Vol. Iv. p. 600, 608, and 
comp. J. Johnson, Works, Vol. I. p. 
129 aq. (A.-C. Libr.). 
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jo. éx.rijs capxds avrod, kal ex rdv doréwy atrot] Tisch. (ed. 2) and Lachm. 
omit these words, with ABN!; 17. 67%*; Copt., Ath. (both); Method. (?), 
Ambrst. (Mill, Prolegom. p. 69). The external authorities for their insertion 
are DEFGKLN*; nearly all mss., and Vv.; Iren., Chrys., Theod., Dam., al. ; 
Hier., al. (Rec., Scholz, Harl., Mey., De W. (?), Alf., Words.,—to which now 
may be added 7isch., ed. 7). The preponderance of. externa] authority (owing 
to the divided nature of the testimony of S) is perhaps still in favour of the 
text; paradiplomatic considerations (see Pref. to Galat. p. xxii, ed. 3) also 
suggest the probability of an accidental omission, from the transcriber’s eye 
having fallen on the third aérod instead of the first; and lastly, internal consi- 
derations seem to suggest that the words, if an insertion from the LX X, would 
have been cited more exactly, while the omission might so easily have arisen 
from the appy. material conception presented by the clause. On these grounds 


we atill retain the longer reading. 


i Tis capKds «.7.A.] ‘being of His 
flesh and of His bones;’ more exact 
specification of the foregoing words, 
éx with its primary and proper force 
pointing to the origin to which we 
owe our spiritual being; comp. notes 
on Gal. ii. 16. The true and proper 
meaning of these profound words has 
been much obscured by a neglect of 
their strict reference to the context, 
and by the substitution of deductions 
and applications for the simple and 
grammatical interpretation. We must 
thus set aside all primary reference 
to the sacraments (Theod.), to the 
Holy Communion (Olsh.), to Baptism 
(comp. Chrys.), and certainly to the 
crucifixion (‘per corporis ejus et san- 
guinis pretium redempti,’ Vatabl. ap. 
Poli Syn.). A reference to the évodp- 
xwots (Iren. Her. Vv. 2) is plausible, 
but untenable; for Christ, thus con- 
sidered, is of our flesh, not we of His, 
John i. 14; and even if this be ex- 
plained away (‘quia in h&c natur& ipse 
caput est,’ Est., comp. Stier), the 
reference would have to be extended 
to all mankind, not, as the context 
requires, limited to the members of 
Christ’s Church. The most simple 


and natural view then (comp. Chrys., 
Beng., Mey.) seems to be this, that 
the words are cited in substance from 
Gen. ii. 23, to convey this profound 
truth,—that our real spiritual being 
and existence is as truly, as certainly, 
and as actually (not Worep, Theod.- 
Mops., but yryolws é& avrod, Chrys.) 
‘a true native extract from His own 
body’ (Hooker), as was the physical 
derivation of Eve from Adam ; see esp. 
the forcible language of Hooker, Eccl. 
Pol. v. 56. 7, and comp. Bp. Hall, 
Christ Mystical, ch. m1. § 2, 3, and 
the good note of Wordsw, in loc. This 
is the general truth, which of course 
admits a forcible secondary application 
to the sacraments (comp. Kahnis, 
Abendm. p. 143 8q.): we may truly 
say with Waterland, ‘the true and 
firm basis for the economy of man’s 
salvation is this, that in the sacra- 
ments we are made and continued 
members of Christ's body, of His flesh 
and of His bones. Our union with 
the Deity rests entirely in our mystical 
union with our Lord’s humanity, 
which is personally united with His 
divine nature, which is essentially 
united with God the Father, the head 


V. 31. 


135 


9 a 9 a 4 ’ 4 4 4 
avrov. avri Tovrou katadeie avOpwros warépa Kat 31 
MNTEPA Kat TporKoArAnOycerat Tpos THY Yuvaixa avroi, 


and fountain of all,’ Charge, a.D. 1739, 
Vol. v. p. 212. These are weighty 
words. 

31. dvrl rovrou] ‘ For this cause,’ 
&vexev robrou, Gen. ii. 24. The mean- 
ing is practically the same: dvr? passes 
by a natural transition from its pri- 
mary idea of local opposition (Xen. 
Anab. 1v. 7. 6) through that of counter- 
change (see Winer, Gr. § 47. a, p. 326) 
to that of mere ethical relation. It 
can scarcely be doubted that this 
verse is nothing more than a free 
citation from Gen. ii. 24, dvr taking 
the place of &vexey, and referring to 
the same fact, the derivation of woman 
from man, which is clearly presup- 
posed in the allusions of ver. 30. 
Meyer with punctilious accuracy re- 
fers dyri rovrov to the words im- 
mediately preceding, and gives the 
passage a directly mystical interpreta- 
tion in reference to the final and future 
union of Christ with His Church. 
Somewhat differently and more pro- 
bably, Chrys., Theod., Theoph., Jer., 
refer to Christ’s coming in the flesh: 
compare Taylor, Serm. xviI. 1, ‘Christ 
descended from His Father’s bosom 
and contracted His divinity with flesh 
and blood, and married our nature, 
and we became a church;’ see Beng. 
in loc. To denounce summarily such 
an interpr. as ‘wild and visionary’ 
(Eadie), seems alike rash and incon- 
siderate. That St Paul adduces the 
verse as containing a definite alle- 
gorical meaning, may perhaps be con- 
sidered doubtful; but that St Paul 
intended his readers to make some 
such application, seems to have been 
the general opinion of the early com- 
mentators, is by no means incompa- 
tible with the context, and cannot be 
confidently denied: see Alf. in loc, 


Thus then, in a certatn sense, we may 
with Hofmann ( Weiss. vu. Erf. Vol. 1. 
p. 71) recognise in this the first pro- 
phecy in Scripture; ‘primus vates 
Adam,’ Jer. karadelbe 7.0.) 
‘shall a man leave father and mother.’ 
Mey. presses the tense somewhat un- 
necessarily, as referring to something 
yet tocome. Even if in the original 
passage it designate something posi- 
tively future, there is no reason why 
in this application and free citation it 
may not state not only what will, but 
whatever shall and ought to happen: 
on this ethical force of the future, see 
Winer, Gr. § 40. 6, p. 250, Thiersch, 
de Pent. 111. 11, p. 188 sq. 

The longer reading of Rec. réy rar, 
adrod xal rhv unr. is fairly supported 
[ADSEKLN (omitting adr.)N*4; most 
mss.; Syr., Copt., al.; Orig., al.], 
but is rightly rejected by Lachm., 
Tisch., Mey., al., as a conformation to 


‘the LXX; see especially the critical 


comment of Origen, cited by Tisch. in 
loc. MPOTKOAN. Tpds TiHY YuY. 
adr.] ‘shall be closely joined unto his 
wife: comp. Matth. xix. 5, xo\\76%}- 
cera: rH yuvacn? adrod, where the dat. 
is used, but with little difference of 
meaning. On the close affinity be- 
tween the dat. and the accus. with els 
and wpés, and their interchange in 
many passages, see Winer, Gr. § 31. 
5, p. 190. The reading however is 
doubtful; Zachm. maintains the dat. 
with AD!E} FGN! (om. av’rof); 3 mas.; 
Meth., Epiph. (compare 1 Cor. vi. 
16); but owing to the fair evidence 
for the text [BD°EKLN‘; nearly all 
mss.; Orig., Chrys., Theod.], and the 
distinct notice by Origen (see Tisch. 
in loc.), the accus. with mpds (Tisch., 
Mey., al.) is perhaps slightly more 
probable. 
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32. TO pvoripioy K.T.A.] ‘ This 
mystery is great, sc. deep: explanatory 
comment on the preceding verse. But 
what mystery? The answer is not 
easy, as four antecedents are pos- 
sible ;—(a) the text immediately pre- 
ceding ; 7d elpnudvor, 7d yeypappuévor, 
Stier, Meyer, comp. Chrys., Theodo- 
rus ;—(b) the whole preceding sub- 
ject, the atrict parallelism between 
the conjugal relation and that between 
Christ and His Church ;—(c) the spi- 
ritual purport, ‘non matrimonium 
humanum sed ipsa conjunctio Christi 
et ecclesiz,’ Beng. ;—(d) the simple 
purport and immediate subject of the 
text, ‘arctissima illa conjunctio viri 
et mulieris,’ Est. Of these (a), though 
not otherwise untenable, involves a 
meaning of wvgripioy which cannot 
be substantiated by St Paul’s use of 
the word; uvor. being only used by 
the Apostle to imply either something 
not cognizable by (ch. i. 9, iii. 4, and 
appy. Vi. 19), or not fully. comprehen- 
sible by unassisted human reason (1 
* Cor. xiv. 2, 1 Tim. iii. 9, 16), but no 
as here (compare Schoettg. Hor. Hebr. 
Vol. I. p. 783), ‘a passage containing 
an allegorical import:’ see Tholuck, 
Rom. xi. 25, and comp. Lobeck, 
Aglaoph. Vol. 1. p. 85, 89. Of the 
rest (b) and (c) are less plausible, as 
in both cases—more especially in the 
latter—the remark éyw 5¢ Adyw x.7.X. 
would seem superfluous and the force 
of the pronoun obscure. On the whole 
then (d) seems best to harmonize with 
the context. Thus then ver. 29 states 
the exact similarity (xa@ws) of the 
relationship; ver. 30 the ground of 
the relation in regard of Christ and 
the Church; ver. 31 the nature of the 
conjugal relation, with a probable ap- 
plication also to Christ; ver. 32 the 


mystery of that conjugal relation in 
itself, and still nfore so in its typical 
application to Christ and to His 
Church. It is needless to 
observe that the words cannot possibly 
be urged in favour of the sacramental 
nature of marriage (Concil. Trid. 
XXIV. init.), but it may fairly be said 
that the very fact of the comparison 
(see Olsh.) does place marriage on a 
far holier and higher basis than modern 
theories are disposed to. admit: see 
Harl. in loc., and for. two good ser- 
mons on this text, Bp. Taylor, Serm. 
XV. XVIII, Vol. I. p. 705 sq. (Lond. 
1836). dyad 82 Ady] ‘Sus 
I am speaking;’ antithetical comment 
on the foregoing; éyw having. no spe- 
cial reference to his own celibacy 
(comp. Stier), but, as De W. admits, 
marking, and that with emphasis, the 
subjective character of the application 
and comparison (Winer, Gr. § 22. 6, 
p- 138, ed. 6), while the slightly op- 
positive:dé contrasts it with any other 
interpretation that might have been 
adduced (Mey.): ‘the mystery of this 
closeness of the conjugal relation is 
great, but I am myself speaking of it 
in its still deeper application, in refe- 
rence to Christ and the Church;’ uéya 
bvrws pvorhprov, Téws wévror els Xprorov 
éxapBdverat, rap’ éyov roirs, dyow, 
ws mwpopyrixnWs mepl avrov exOév" 
Theoph. On the general use of A\éyw 
dé, formula ‘explanandi atque pressius 
eloquendi ea que antea obscurius erant 
dicta,’ see Raphel on 1 Cor. i. 12, and 
notes on Gal. iv. 1. els Xp.] 
‘in reference to,’ not ‘of,’ Conyb., still 
less ‘in Christo,’ Vulg., but ‘in Chris- 
tum,’ Beza (comp. Aith., Syr.-Phil.), 
the preposition correctly marking the 
ethical direction of the speaker’s 
words; comp. Acta ii. 25, and see 


V. 32, 33, VI. 1. 
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poByrat Tov avdpa. 


Children, obey and ho- 
nour your nts ac- 


Ta réxva, iraxovere Tois yovevow VI. 


cording to God’s commandment: fathers aie, 
olily. 


voke not your children, but educate them h 


Winer, Gr. § 49. a, p. 354, and notes 
on 2 Thess. i. 11. The prep. is 
omitted by BK; 10 mss.; Iren., 
Epiph., Marc., and is bracketed by 
Lachm., but without sufficient reason, 
as the external authorities against it 
are- weak, and the probability of an 
omission, from not being understood, 
by no means slight. 

33- wArjv] ‘Nevertheless,’ i.e. not 
to press the mystical bearings of the 
subject any further; the particle not 
being resumptive (Beng., Olsh.), but 
in accordance with its primary mean- 
ing, comparative, and thence contraast- 
ing and slightly adversative; see esp. 
Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p. 725, Donalds. 
Gr. § 548. 33, and esp. notes on Phil. 
i. 18. kal duets of Kad’ va] 
‘Ye also severally; ye also—as well 
as Christ towards His Church. The 
plural thus specitied by the distributive 
ol cad’ va, ‘vos singuli’ (comp. 1 Cor. 
xiv. 37, 3%, and see Winer, Gr. § 49. d. 
b, p. 357), passes easily and naturally 
into’ the singular in the concluding 
member of the sentence. On the strik- 
ing equivalence of xard with dvd in 
nearly all its meanings (here evinced 
in the distributive use), see esp. Do- 
nalds. Cratyl. § 183 sq. 
ds dauréy] ‘as himself,’ scil. ‘as being 
one with himself,’ see notes on ver. 28. 
qj 88 yuvy) 7A.) ‘and the wife (I bid) 
that she fear her husband.’ emphatic 
specification (with slight contrast) of 
the duties of the wife; 7 yur) being a 
simple and emphatic nominative abso- 
lute (Mey.; contra Eadie,—but erro- 
neously), though not of a kind so 


definitely unsyntactic as Acts vii. 40. 


and exx. cited by Winer (Gr. § 28. 3, 
p. 207, ed. 5; see p. 509, ed. 6), and 
most probably dependent, not on an 
imper., but on some verb of command 
which can easily be supplied from the 
context; see Meyer on 2 Cor. viii. 
4, Fritz. Diss. in 2 Cor. p. 126, Winer, 
Gr. § 44. 4, p. 365 (ed. 5). Alford sup- 
plies ‘I order,’ or ‘let her see,’ refer- 
ring to his note on 2 Cor. l. c., where 1 
Cor. xvi. 10 is cited as illustrative : this 
is not fully in point, as the subject of 
the imperative and the subjunctive is 
not the same: more pertinent is Soph. 
Gd. Col. 156, where, as Ellendt cor- 
rectly observes, ‘ @vAata: adsignifica- 
tum habet loquentis consilium; hec 
tibi dico ne, &c.,’ Lex. Soph. Vol. 1. p. 
840. 


Carter VI. 1. Srraxotere x.1.A,] 
‘obey your parents in the Lord; & 
Kuply (Christ,—not God, as Chrys., 
Theod.; compare ch. iv. 7, v. 21) as 
usual denoting the sphere to which the 
action is to be limited (not for xara 
Kup., Chrys.), and obviously belong- 
ing, not to rots yovedarv, nor to Tots yor. 
and to vwax. (comp. Orig. Cat.), but 
simply to the latter,—serving thus to. 
define and characterize the nature and 
possibly the limits of the obedience ; év 
ols dy uh mpooxpovoys [Kuply], Chrys. 
On the more exact nature of these limits 
(here however perhaps not very defi- 
nitely hinted-at; comp. Alf.), see Tay- 
lor, Duct. Dub. m1. 5, Rule 1 and 4 8q. 
The reading is somewhat doubtful, as 
éy Kuply is omitted by Lachm. on fair 
authority [BD'!FG; Clarom., Sang., 
Aug., Boern.; Clem., al.]. The exter- 
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nal authorities however for its inser- 
tion [AD*D®°EKL®; nearly all mes. 
and Vv.; Chrys. (expressly), Theod. } 
seem clearly to predominate, and the 
internal arguments are in ite favour, 
as if it had come from Col. iii. 20 it 
would have been inserted after dixacov: 
see Meyer, p. 238. TOUTO 
yap tori Slx.] ‘for this is right ;’ not 
merely rpéroy, nor merely xara Tov Tod 
Geod yduov (Theod.), but ‘in accord- 
ance with nature’ (réxva...yorelou), 
and, as the next verse shows, the law 
of God: xal dices Slxatov, kal bd Tod 
vénou wpocrdccerat’ Theoph. ; comp. 
Col. iii. 20, On the position of children 
in the early church, and the relation 
such texts bear to infant baptism, see 
Stier, Reden Jes. Vol. VI. p. 924 8q. 
2. tha «tA.] ‘Honour thy father 
and thy mother; specification of the 
commandment as an additional con- 
firmation of the foregoing precept, and 
as supplying the reason on which it 
was based. Had Sixatoy referred only 
to this command, some causal particle 
would more naturally have been ap- 
pended. As it stands however, the 
solemn recitation of the commandment 
blends the voice of God with that of 
nature. fires] ‘the which, 
the pronoun not having here a strong- 
ly causal, but rather an explanatory 
force ; see notes on Gal. ii. 4, iv. 24. 
wpaorn ty brayyeXlg] ‘the first in re- 
gard of promise,’ scil. ‘as a command 


bso, 


o 9 

yars0? [primum quod promittitur]: 
= . 

not exactly ‘with promise,’ Beza, Alf. 

al., as the prep. here seems naturally 

used not so much to state the accom- 

paniment as to specify the exact point 


of promise;’ comp. Syr. 


in which the predication of rpwrn was 
to be understood; so rightly Chrys. 
(od rg rdge [‘in regard of order,’ 
notes on Gal. i. 22] elev airhy mpw- 
TH, GAG TH éwraryyeAlg), and expressly 
Winer, Gr. § 48. a. obs. p. 349. Meyer 
cites Diodor. Sic. x1II. 37, & dé evye- 
yela xal rrotry wp@ros. Some little 
difficulty has been found in the usé of 
apiérn, owing to the 2nd command- 
ment seeming to involve a kind of 
promise; sée Orig. Cat. If this be 
considered as not a definite érayyeNla 
(Calv.), still #zpwry would seem un- 
usual, as the fifth commandment would 
then be the only one which has a pro- 
mise: nor would the assumption that 
it is ‘first’ on the second table (not such 
a recent division as Meyer after Erasm. 
seems to think, see Philo, de Special. 
Legg. Vol. 1. p. 300, ed. Mang.) re- 
lieve the difficulty, as the same objec- 
tion would still remain, We may 
perhaps best explain the statement of 
priority by referring it, not to all 
other foregoing commands (Harl.), but 
to all the other Mosaic commands 
(Mey.) of which the decalogue forms 
naturally the chief and prominent 
portion; simply then ‘the first com- 
mand we meet with which involves a 
promise.’ It may be observed 
that the article is not needed with 
wparos, ordinals being from their na- 
ture sufficiently definite; comp. Acts 
xvi. 12, and see Middleton, Greek Art. 
VI. 3, P- 100. 

3. tva ed wor k.r.A.] ‘in order that 
it may be well with thee; a slightly 
varied citation from the LX X, Exod. 
xx. 12, Deut. v. 16, Wa €8 co yévyrac 


' kal ba paxpoxpbvios yévy ext ris vis 


[vfs dyaGfs, Exod.] 7s Kupios 6 Oeds 


VI. 2, 3, 4. 


eri THe Ys. 
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Oecia Kupiov. 


gov dldwol co. The omission of the 
latter words can scarcely have arisen 
from the Apostle’s belief that his 
hearers and readers (Gentiles) were so 
familiar with the rest of the quotation, 
that it would be unnecessary to cite it 
(see Mey.); for thus rfs yjjs must be 
translated ‘the land’ (of Canaan,— 
simply and historically, Mey.) and the 
promise denuded of all its significance 
to Christian children. It is far more 
probable (see Eadie) that the omission 
was intended to generalize the com- 
mand, and that, not merely ‘toti 
genti’ (Beng.), nor in typical ref. to 
heaven (Hamm., Olsh., see Barrow, 
Decal. Vol. vi. 524), but simply and 
plainly, to individuals, subject of course 
to the conditions which always belong 
to such temporal promises; see Leigh- 
ton, Expos. of Command. p. 487 
(Edinb. 1845). cal toy paxp.] 
‘and (that) thow be long-lived,’ ‘ et sis 
longevus,’ Vulg. The future is com- 
monly explained as a lapse into the 
‘oratio directa’ (comp. Winer, Gr. 
§ 41. b. 1, p. 258), but is more probably 
to be regarded as dependent on tva (so 
Vulg., th., Arm., all of which use 
the subjunct.),—a construction which 
though not found in Attic Greek (see 
Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 630) certainly 
does occur in the N.T. (comp. 1 Cor. 
ix. 18, Rev. xxii. 14, and see Winer, 
l.c.), harmonizes perfectly with the 
classical use of Sirws (see the nume- 
rous exx. cited by Gayler, Partic. Neg. 
p. 209, 8q.), and is here eminently 
simple and natural; comp. Mey. in 
loc. Whether however we can here 
recognise a ‘logical climax’ (Mey.), 
is doubtful: the future undoubtedly 
does often express the more lasting 
and certasn result (compare Rev. J. ¢., 


where the single act is expressed by 
the aor. subj., the lasting act by the 
future); still, as the present formula 
occurs in substance in Deut. xxii. 7 
(Alex.), and might have thence become 
a known form of expression, it seems 
better not to press the future further 
than as representing the temporal evo- 
lution of the ¢8 yeréoOar. 

4. Kalot warépes] ‘And ye fathers ;’ 
corresponding address to the parents 
in the persons of those who bore the 
domestic rule, the warépes: comp. 
Meyer in loc. Bengel remarks on the 
presence of the xal here and ver. 9, 
and its absence in ch. v. 25; ‘ facilius 
parentes et heri abutuntur potestate 
su& quam mariti.’ This distinction is 
perbaps over-pressed: xat here and 
ver. 9 introduces a marked and quick 
appeal (see Hartung, Partik. xal, 5.7, 
Vol. I. 149), and also marks that the 
obligation was not all on one side, but 
that the superior a/so had duties which 
he owed to the inferior. The duty is 
then expressed negatively and posi- 
tively. Bi wapopy ere] 
‘provoke not to wrath ; see Col. iii. 21, 
bh epeOlvere ra réxva (Rec., Tisch.) : 
negative side of exhortation (ovx elzev 
dyanGre aurd, roiro yap Kal dxéyrwy 
h pvow émwowarac’ Chrys.), not with 
reference to any stronger acts such as 
by disinheriting, éc. (Chrys.), but, as 
Alf. rightly suggests, by all the vexa- 
tious circumstances which may occur 
in ordinary intercourse; Jeparevew xat 
“Ln Auwety exéXevoe’ Theod. 
éxrpépere] ‘bring up, educate; in an 
ethical sense, xadds éxrpéper rarhp 
Slxacos, Prov. xxiii. 24; frequently so 
in Plato; comp. Polyb. Hist. 1. 65. 7, 
é& wadelas xal vouos éxreOpaypdrwy 
(Winer). In ch. v. 29 the reference 
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KATE capKa pera. poBou Kat Tpdpon, 


faithfully do your 
ey duty to your 
as unto Christ, 


and ye shall receive your reward: masters, dot the like in return. 


is simply physical, but the force of the 
compound is the same in both pas- 
sages; see notes ix loc. 

dv mradelq. kal vovOeriq] ‘in the disct- 
pline and admonition,’ ‘in disciplin& 
et correptione,’ Vulg.; not instrumen- 
tal, but as usual ‘in the sphere and 
influence of ;’ see Winer, Gr. § 48. a, 
p- 346 note. These two words are not 
related to one another as the general 
(waid.) to the special (Harl., Mey.), 
but specify the two methods in the 
Christian education of children, train- 
ing by act and discipline, and training 
by word; so Trench, Synon. § 32, and 
before him Grot., ‘ wad. hic significare 
videtur institutionem per penas ; vov@. 
autem est ea institutio que fit verbis.’ 
This Christian meaning of radevw and 
madela, ‘per molestias eruditio’ (Au- 
gust.), seems occasionally faintly hint- 
ed at in earlier writers; comp. Xen. 
Mem. I. 3. 5, and Polyb. Hisé. 11. 9, 6, 
where the adverb d8\a8is marks that 
the radevew was a word that needed 
limitation. On the latter form vovecla 
instead of vou@érnots, see Moeris, Lean. 
p- 248 (ed. Koch), Lobeck, Phryn. 
Pp. 512, 520. Kvplou] ‘ Of 
the Lord,’ subjectit,—belonging to the 
general category of the possessive geni- 
tive, and specifying the Lord (Christ) 
as Him by whom the vov@ecla and 
matdela were, so to say, prescribed, 
and by whose Spirit they must be 
regulated ; so Harl., Olsh., Mey. The 
gen. oljecti ‘about the Lord’ (‘monitis 
ex verbo Dei petitis,’ Beza), though 
apparently adopted by all the Greek 
commentators (comp. Theod. ra 6¢a 
mwadevew), seems far less satisfactory. 
Meyer reads tod Kuplov, but, as it 
would seem, by accident: there is no 
trace of such a reading‘in any of the 


critical editions. 

5. ots xuplois kara odpKa] ‘your 
masters according to the flesh,’ xara 
odpxa here, as in Col. iii. 22 (where 
it precedes xup.), serving to define 
and qualify «xvplos, ‘your bodily, 
earthly masters:’ comp. notes on ch. 
i. 19, ii. rt. Both here and Col. Z. ¢. 
(where the mention of 6 Képios imme- 
diately follows) the adverbial epithet 
would seem to have been suggested by 
the remembrance of the different re- 
lation they stood in to another Master, 
T® kata wvedpa kal xara odpxa Kup. 
Whether anything congolatory (xara 
odpxa éorly 7 deomorela, rpboxatpos Kat 
Bpaxeta’ Chrys.) or alleviating (‘ma- 
nere illis nihilominus intactam liber- 
tatem spiritualem,’ Calv.) is further 
couched in the addition, is perhaps 
doubtful (see Harl,), still both, espe- 
cially the latter, are obviously deduc- 
tions which must, have been, and 
which the Apostle might possibly have 
intended to be made. On the stricter 
but here neglected distinction between 
kuptos and deowdrns, see Trench, Synon. 
§ 28. Lachm. places xara odpxa 
before xupios with ABN; 10 mas.; 
Clem., Chrys. (1), Dam., al.,—but such 
& position is rejected by Zisch. and 
most recent editors, as so probable a 
conformation to Col. iii. 22. 
pera poBov Kal rpdpov] ‘with fear 
and trembling.” By comparing r Cor. 
ii. 3, 2 Cor. vii. 15, Phil. ii. 12, where 
the two words are united, it does not 
seem that there is any allusion to the 
‘durior servorum conditio’ (Wolf, 
Beng., comp. Chrys.), but only to the 

‘anxious solicitude’ they ought to feel 
about the faithful performance of their 
duties; comp. Hamm. on Phil. ii. 12,, 
where however the idea of ramrevo- 


VI. 
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gpootvn (Hamm.) is not so prominent 
as that of distrust of their own powers, 
anxiety that they could not do enough: 
see notes tn loc. 

dv drAéryrs rijs Kapdlas] ‘in single- 
ness of heart ;’ ‘in simplicitate cordis,’ 
Vulg., Clarom., Syr.; element in 
which their anxious and solicitous 
obedience was to be shown: it was to 
be no hypocritical anxiety, but one 
arising from a sincere and single heart ; 
kadd@s elrev, Em yap pera od. Kal Tp. 
Sovrevew, od« et evdwolas 5é, ANN’ ws a» 
éi7° Chrys. The term dm\érns occurs 
seven times (2 Cor. i. 12 is doubtful) 
in the N.T., always in St Paul’s Epp., 
and in all marks that openness and 
sincerity of heart (not per se ‘ libera- 
lity,’ see the good note of Fritz. Rom. 
Vol. 111. p. 62) which repudiates dupli- 
city in thought (2 Cor. xi. 3) or action 
(Rom. xii. 8). It is joined with 
dxaxla (Philo, Opif. § 41, p. 38, § §5, 
p. 61), and dyadérys (Wisd. i. 1), and 
is opposed to woxia (Plato, Rep. 
404 E), rodutporla (comp. Hipp. Min. 
365 B, where Achilles is contrasted 
with Ulysses), xaxoupyla, and xaxon- 
Oela (Theoph., Theod., in loc.); see 
Suicer, Thesaur. Vol. 1. p. 436, and 
Trench, Synon. Part 0. § 6; comp. 
Tittm. Synon. p. 29, and on the scrip- 
tural aspects of singleness of heart, 
Beck, Seelenl. 111. § 26, p. 105 8q. 

6. pixar dd0arpodovrclay] ‘not 
in the way of eye-service ; further spe- 
cification on the negative side of the 
preceding év dxAér., the prep. with 
its usual force designating the rule or 
‘normam agendi,’ which in this case 
they were not to follow; see exx. in 
Winer, Gr. § 49. d, p. 358. The word 
é¢Oaduod. appears to have been coined 


by St Paul, being only found here 
and Col. iii. 23: the adj. ép@adpé- 
Sovdos occurs in Constitut. Apost. Vol. 
I, p. 299 A (ed. Cotel.), but in refe- 
rence to this passage. The meaning 
is well expressed by Clarom., Vulg., 
‘non ad oculum servientes’ (comp. 
Syr.), the ref. being primarily to the 
master’s eye (uh pdvoy wapbyrwy To» 
Seorordy Kal dpdyrwy A\Ad Kal dwdv- 
twy’ Theoph.; compare Xen. (con. 
XII. 20); the word therefore meaning 
generally, as here, 7 odx é{ el\txpwois 
kapdlas xpoopeponévn Oepamela, ddd 
TQ oxhpare xexpwouévyn’ Theod. The 
more correct form seems é¢0aduodou- 
Aa, see L. Dindorf in Steph. Thesaur. 
Vol. v. p. 1088, 2446. 

avOpamdpeoxot] ‘men-pleasers;’ 6 Oeds 
dceckdpmicev doTa dvOpwrapécxwy’ Ps. 
liii. 6. Lobeck (Phryn. p. 621) re- 
marks on the questionable forms evd- 
peoxos, Svodpecxos, but excepts dvOpw- 
wdpecKos. GAN’ ds 
SotAo. Xp.] ‘but as bondservants of 
Christ ;? contrasted term to dy@pw- 
wdp.; tls yap Oeod Soidos dy dvOpd- 
wos dpéoxew Bovderar; tis dé¢ dyvOpw- 
rots dpéaxwy Geod duvarac elvat Soidos ; 
Chrys.: comp. ver. 7, where the op- 
positiott is more fully seen. Riickert 
removes the stop after Xp., thus re- 
garding mototyres as the principal 
member in the opposition, doo: Xp. 
only a subordinate member which 
gives the reasoh and foundation of it. 
This, though obviously harsh, and 
completely marring the studied an- 
tithesis between dv@pamdpecxo: and 
So0\o: Kprorod, is reintroduced by 
Tisch. (ed. 7), but properly rejected 
by other recent editors. The article 
before Xpicrod (Rec. with D'EKL; 
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most mss.; Chrys., Theod.] is rightly 
struck out by Lachm., Tisch., al., on 
preponderant external authority. 

movovvres K.T.A.] ‘doing the will of 
God from the soul ,;’ participial clause 
defining the manner in which their 
SovAela to Christ was to be exhibited 
in action. The qualifying words éx 
yuxfs are prefixed by Syr., £th.- 
Platt, Arm., Chrys., and some recent 
editors and expositors (Lachm., Alf, 
De W., Harl., al.) to the participial 
clause which follows, but more natu- 
rally, and it would seem correctly, con- 
nected by Clarom. (where éx yuyijs 
concludes the o7txos), Copt., Atth.- 
Pol., Syr.-Phil., Auth. (Tisch., Wordsw., 
Mey., al.), with the present participial 
clause. Far from there being thus 
any tautology (De W.), there is rather 
a gentle climactic explanation of the 
characteristics of the dof\. Xp.; he 
does his work heartily, and besides 


feels a sincere good-will to his mas- 


ter: comp. Col. iii. 23, éx yuxis épyd- 
gerGe, which, though claimed by De 
W. as supporting the other punctua- 
tion, is surely more in favour of that 
of the text. On the varied uses of 
ux (here in ref. to the inner prin- 
ciple of action), see Delitzsch, Psychol. 
Iv. 6, p. 159 8q. 

7. per ebvolag Sovr.] ‘with good 
will doing service; further specifica- 
tion of the nature and character of the 
service; per’ etvolas implying not 
merely ‘lubenti animo’ (Grinf. N. 7. 
Ed. Hell.), but ‘cum benignitate,’ 
Clarom., ‘cum cogitatione bon&,’ Copt., 
in reference to the well-disposed (‘well- 
affected,’ Eadie) mind with which the 
service was to be performed. Raphel 
(Obs. Vol. 11. p. 489) very appositely 
cites Xen. Gcon. XIl. 5, odxoip etvoray 
xpirov, pny éyd, Sejoe adroy [roy 


éxlrpowoy| Exew col nal rots cots el 
péddot dpxécew dvr cod wap. dvev 
yap ebvolas rl Spedos; x.7.rX. This 
quotation certainly seems to confirm 
the distinction made by Harl. (to 
which Mey. objects), that while é« 
yuxjjs seems to mark the relation of 
the servant to his work, per’ edvolas 
points to his relation to his master: so 
also the author of the Constit. Apost. 
Iv. 22, edvoay elopepérw mpds Tov 
Seoxérqv’ Vol. I. p. 302 (ed. Cotel.) : 
see exx. in Elsner, Obs. Vol. 1. p. 228. 
The Atticists define ety. as both dd 
rol uelfovos wpds tov éddrrova and vice 
versa, ebéveca as only the former, see 
Thom. Mag. p. 368 (ed. Jacobitz), 
and exx. in Wetst. in loc. The 
insertion of ws before rq@ Kup. [Rec. 
omits with D?EKL; mss.; Theod., 
al.] is supported by preponderant au- 
thority. 

8. lSéres] ‘seeing ye know; con- 
cluding participial member, giving the 
encouraging reason (ag¢bdpa Oappeiy 
wept ris duoBis’ Chrys.) why they 
were to act with this honesty and dili- 
gence. The imperatival translation, 
‘atque scitote’ (Raphel, Annet. Vol. 11. 
Pp. 491), is not grammatically tenable 
(comp. Winer, Gr. § 45. 6, p. 313), 
and mars the logical connexion of the 
clauses. The translation of participles, 
it may be observed, must always be 
modified by the context; see Winer, 
Gr. § 45. 2, p. 307, but correct there 
what cannot be termed otherwise than 
the erroneous observation that such 
participles admit of a translation by 
means of relatives: the observation so 
often illustrated in these commenta- 
ries—that a participle without the 
article can never be strictly translated 
as a part. with the article—appears 
to be of universal application; see 
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8. 8 édy re Exacros] So Tisch. with KL; great majority of mss.; Syr. 
(both), al. ; Chrys. (3), but dv6p. for &x. (2), Theod. (adds 7dr), Dam., Theoph., 
(£cum. (Rec., Griesb., Scholz, De W., Meyer). The easiest, and therefore sus- 
Picious reading, édy rocjo. éxacros, is found in & (84 8 édv), while of the invert- 
ed readings, &x. édv rt is supported by B, and &. 8 éa» by strong external au- 
thority, viz. by AE(D'FG dv); many mss.; Vulg., Clarom., al.; Bas., al. 
(Lachm., Riick., Wordsw.); still the internal arguments derived from para- 
diplomatic (see Pref. to Gal. p. xxii, ed. 3) considerations are so decided that 
we seem fully authorized in retaining the reading of Tisch. The example is 
instructive, as it would seem the numerous variations can all be referred either 
to (a) correction, or (6) error in transcription, or both united. For example, 
(a) the tmesis seems to have suggested a correction 8 r: édy, and then, on ac- 
count of the juxtaposition of Sr: 8 rz, the further correction of AB, al. Again 
it is (6) not improbable that owing to homeoteleuton, 8 édy re was in some 
mes. accidentally omitted, and that the unintelligible reading 8r: &xacros rahoy 
then received various emendations: thus we may account for the insertion 
of & édy ris (1. 27. 31), édy res (62. 179), édy re (46. 115), b édy (23. 47), dew 
tween 67: and éx., all of which have this value, that they attest the position 
of txaor. adopted in the text. 


esp. Donalds. Gr. § 490. TovTO Kop. Tapa Kuplov] ‘this shall he 


0 ddv ru K.7.0.] ‘whatsoever good thing 
each man shall have done; édv coa- 
lescing with the relative and being in 
such connexions used simply for a» 
both by writers in the N.T., LXX, 
and late Greek generally. In the pas- 
sages collected by Viger (Jdtom. vIII. 
6) from classical authors dy clearly 
must be written throughout; see 
Herm. tn loc. and Winer, Gr. § 42. 6. 
obs. p. 277. The relative is separated 
from 7: by a not uncommon ‘tmesis,” 
instances of which are cited by Meyer, 
e.g. Plato, Legg. 1x. 864 8, fy dy ria 
xaraBidyy, [Lysias] Polystr. p. 160, 
8s dy ris buds 8 worg,—but here some 
edd. read ray, The reading xomei- 
rat [Rec. with DSEK LN‘; most mas.; 
Bas., Chrys., Theod.] is rightly re- 
jected by recent editors, both on pre- 
ponderant external authority, and as 
derived from Col. l.c. The 708 is also 
rightly struck out before Kuplov. 


receive (back) from the Lord (Christ) ;’ 
‘this, —and fully this,’ expressed more 
at length Col. iii. 24, 25. The ‘ap- 
propriative’ middle xoplferOar (see 
esp. Donalds. Gr. § 432. 65, and § 434, 
p. 450) refers to the receiving back 
again, as it were, of a deposit; so that 
in xomuetras 8 ydixnoev, Col. t.c. (comp. 
2 Cor. v. 10) there is no brachylogy ; 
see Winer, Gr. § 66. 1. b, p. §47, and 
compare notes in loc. The tense seems 
obviously to refer to the day of Anal 
retribution; éwe:d} elxds dore wroddods 
TOv Seorordy wh duelBer Oar rhs edvolas 
rots Sovdoss, Exar adrots brioxpetras Thy 
duocShv’ Cocum. etre 
SotAos etre UA.) ‘ whether he be bond- 
slave or free:’ whatever be his social 
condition here, the future will only 
regard his moral state; pera rhy &- 
reb0ev exinulay [tecker] odx Ere Sov- 
Aelas Stadopd»’ Theod. 

9g. Kalol xbpror] ‘And ye masters; 
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spiritual foes with all the defensive portions of 


Put on the panoply 
of God; arm your- 
selves inst your 
hristian ar- 


mour, and the sword of the Spirit. Pray that we may be bold. 


corresponding duties of masters simi- 
larly enunciated positively and nega- 
tively (duévres rhy dw.), concluding 
with a similar participial clause ex- 
pressing the motive. The negative 
statement of the duty is omitted in 
the parallel passage, Col. iv. 1. On 
the use of xal, see notes on ver. 4. 

va adrd woutre mpds abr.] ‘do the 
same things towards them ;’ ‘ evince in 
action the same principles and feelings 
towards them; preserve the jus ana- 
logum (Calv.) in your relations to 
them.’ It does not seem necessary to 
restrict rd alrad to per’ edvolas Sov- 
Aevew (Chrys.), or to mwovey 7d ON. 
x.7.A. (Riick.), or on the other hand, 
to extend it to é dm ., as well as fo 
the other details (Orig. Cat. ; comp. 
Eadie); the reference being rather to 
the general expression of feeling, the 
etvora which was to mark all their 
actions, ba evvoixkis— Oeparevowst, 
Theod., or, as more correctly modified 
by Stier,—xupiedowor; ‘ea que bene- 
vokntie sunt compensate,’ Beng. 
dvedvres tiv dred] ‘giving up your 
threatening,’ ‘the too habitual threat- 
ening,’ ‘quemadmodum vulgus domi- 
norum solet,’ Erasm. Paraphr. (cited 
by Meyer): explanatory participial 
clause (De W., here wholly mis-cited 
by Eadie), specifying a course of ac- 
tion, or rather of non-action, in which 
the feeling was to be particularly ex- 
hibited. As daei\} expresses, by the 
nature of the case, a certain and single 
course of action, the article does not 
appear to be used, as with dala, 
dxodacla, al., to specify the particular 
acts (Middleton, Art. v. 1. 1), but to 


hint at the common occurrence of 
dred}, Bee ib. V. 1.4. It is thus not 
necessary to modify the meaning of 
dw. (‘hardness of heart,’ Olsh.): St 
Paul singles out the prevailing vice 
and most customary exhibition of bad 
feeling on the part of the master, and 
in forbidding this naturally includes 
every similar form of harshness. 
elSéreg Sri u.t.X.] ‘seeing ye know 
that both their and your master 13 in 
heaven; causal participial member 
exactly similar to that in ver. 8; see 
notes tm loc. The reading is some- 
what doubtful: the order in the text 
is adopted by Lachm., Tisch., and long. 
since by Simon Colinzus (ed. N.'T. 
1534) with ABD!N! (éaur.); mss.; 
Vulg., Goth., Copt., al.; Clem., al. 
[xal dp. xal adr. is given by LN‘ 
(éaur.); 6 mas. ; al.},—but designated 
by Mill, Prolegom. p. 115, as ‘argu- 
tius quam verius.’ This is not a 
judicious critivism, for the probability 
of an omission of xal dpc», owing to 
homceoteleuton, is far from small, and 
seems very satisfactorily to account 
for the various readings; see Meyer 
an loc. (Crit. Notes), p. 239. 
TpocwroAnpwla] ‘respect of persons ;’ 
‘personarum acceptio,’ Vulg., Clarom., 
‘ vilja-hatpei,’ Goth. : on the meaning 
of this word, see notes on Gal. ii. 6, 
and on the orthography, Tisch. Prole- 
gom, p. XLVIL 

ro. Td Aourév] ‘Finally,’ ‘as to 
what remains for you to do;’ pera rd 
dcardta, pyol, rd elxdra roiro axé- 
AovGoy kal vwrddouroy’ C&cum.: ‘for- 
mula concludendi [see Chrys.] et ut ad 
Magnam rem excitandi,’ Beng.; see 2 
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Cor. xiii. 11, Phil. iii, r (see notes), 
iv. 8, 2 Thess. iii. 1, On the distinc- 
tion between rd Aocwdy and Tod Aowrod 
[adopted here by Lachm. with ABN’; 
3 mss.; Cyr., Dam.,—evidence ob- 
viously insufficient], see notes on Gal. 
vi. 17; and between it and rd péAdov 
(merely ‘in posterum’) the brief dis- 
tinctions of Tittmann, Synon. p. 175. 
The insertion of ddeAgol pov before 
évduv.[Rec., Wordsw. with KLN4 (FG, 
al., Vulg., omit ov); most mss. ; Syr., 
Copt., al. ; Theod., al.] has the further 
support of A, which adds ddeA¢gol after 
év5.,—but is appy. rightly rejected by 
Lachm., Tisch., al. on good external 
authority [BDEN!; Clarom., Sang., 
Gotb., Ath. (both), Arm.; Cyr., al.], 
and as appy. alien to the style of an 
Epistle in which the readers do not 
elsewhere appear so addressed; see 
Olsh. and Alf. tn loc. 

évSuvapotoGe] ‘be strengthened ;’ 


aN. Z| [corroboremini] Syr.,— 
-yn 


less definitely, ‘be strong,’ Auth. ; not 
middle, ‘corroborate vos,’ Pisc., but 
(as always in the N.T.) passive; 
comp. Acts ix. 23, Rom. iv. 20, 2 
Tim, ii. 1, Heb. xi. 34, and see Fritz. 
Rom. l.c. Vol. 1. p. 245. The active 
occurs in Phil. iv. 13, 1 Tim. i, 12, 3 
Tim. iv. 17, in each case in reference 
to Christ. The simple form [here 
adopted by B; 17; Orig. Cat.] is only 
found in Col. i. 11, and Heb. xi. 34 
[AD'N'], see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 603. 
kal dy r@ kK...) Sand in the power of 
His might ;’ not an év did dvotv, Beng., 
but with a preservation of the proper 
sense of each substantive, on which 
comp. notes ch. i. 19. This appended 
clause (xal) serves to explain and 
specify the principle in which our 
strength was to be sought for, and 


in which it dwelt; comp. 2 Cor. xii. 
9, wa émioxnuacy ex’ éué t Sivauts rod 
Xptorof. On the familiar é Kuply 
(‘in the Lord,’ our only element of 
spiritual life), see notes ch. iv. T. 

11. @&to. tHv wavorAlay] ‘Put 
on the whole armour, the panoply.’ 
The emphasis rests on this latter word 
(Mey.), as the repetition in ver. 13 still 
more clearly shows, not on Toi O¢eod 
(Harl.): ‘significat debere nos omni 
ex parte instructos esse, ne quid nobis 
desit,’ Calv.; the term here clearly 
denoting not merely the ‘armatura,’ 
Vulg., but the ‘aniversa armatura,’ 
Beza, the armour in all its parts, of- 
fensive and defensive; ‘omnia armo- 
rum genera, quibus totum militis cor- 
pus tegitur,’ Raphel, Annot. Vol. 1. 
491; see Judith xiv. 3, mavorNlas, 
compared with ver. 2, Ta oxedn TA 
woveutkd, and comp. wavyredhs wapy- 
orAla, Plato, Legg. vil. 796 B. It 
has been doubted whether St Paul is 
here alluding to the armour of the 
Hebrew or the Roman soldier; the 
latter is most probable, but both were _ 
substantially the same : see esp. Polyb. 
Hist. vi. 23, @ good Art. in Kitto, 
Cyclop. (‘Arms, Armour’), and-Winer, 
RWB. Art. ‘ Waffen,’ Vol. 11. p. 667. 
For a sermon on this text see Latimer, 
Serm, ll. p. 23 (Lond. 1858). 

Tov Qeot | ‘of God ;’ ‘que a Deo donan- 
tur,’ Zanch. ; gen. of the source, origin, 
whence the arms came (Hartung, 
Casus, p. 23, notes on 1 Thess. i. 6), 
well expressed by Theod. dwacw d:a- 
véues Thy Bacitxhy mavrevxlay. 

mpds Td Sivacbar «.7.A.] ‘tn order 
that ye may be able to stand against ;’ 
object and purpose contemplated in 
the equipment ; see notes on ch. iii. 4, 
iv. 12. The verb orfva, as Raphel 
(Annot. Vol. I. p. 493) shows, is a 
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military expression, ‘to stand one’s 
ground,’ opp. to gevyew; see esp. 
Kypke, Obs. Vol. 11. p. 301. The 
second mpds in this connexion has 
thus the meaning ‘adversus’ (Vulg., 
Clarom.), with the implied notion of 
hostility (‘contra’), which is other- 
wise less usual, unless it is involved 
in the verb; see Winer, Gr. § 49. h, 
p. 361 note. Tas peBodeiag 
Tov SaB.] ‘the wiles of the Devil,’— 
or perhaps, as more in harmony with 
the context, ‘the stratagems’ (Eadie; 
peOodeboal dor, 7d Ararfjoa Kal 51a 
bynxavis éeiv’ Chrys.); the plural 
denoting the various concrete forms 
of the abstract singular; see notes 
on Gal. v. 20. On the form peOodlas, 
which is here very strongly supported 
[AB'D'EFGKLN; many mss.], see 
notes on ch. iv. 14. The only reason 
for not accepting it is that in cases of 
apparent téacism caution is always re- 
quired in estimating the value of exter- 
nal evidence. The number of those in 
8, in this Ep. alone, is very great. 

12, Ore ov torw tpty | waAn] 
‘because our struggle is not,’ ‘the 
struggle in which we are engaged: ’” 
reason for the special mention of the 
peBodelas Tov dca8ddou, ver. 11. It is 
commonly asserted that the metaphor 
is not here fully sustained, on the 
ground that wddx (rdw) is properly 
‘lucta;’ see Plato, Legg. vit. 796 a. 
As however we find wd\7 Sopés (Eur. 
Heracl. 160), wddnv pléavres Adyxn8 
(Lyc. Cassand, 1358), it is clear such 
a usage as the present can be justified: 
indeed it is not unlikely that the word 
(an dr. Aeyéu. in N.T., not found in 
LXX) was designedly adopted to con- 
vey the idea of the personal, individu- 
alizing, nature of the encounter. 

The reading duty adopted by Lachm. 


is well supported [BD'FG; 3 mas. ; 
Clarom., Sang., Aug., Boern., Syr., 
Goth., al. ; Lucif., Ambrst.], but appy. 
less probable than qyuiv [ADSEK LN ; 
nearly all mss.; Vulg., Copt., Syr.- 
Phil., al.; Clem., Orig., al.], for which 
it might have been easily substituted 
as a more individualizing address. 
mpds alna Kal odpxa] ‘against flesh 
and blood,’ mere feeble man; ov wpds 
rods Tuxévras Exouey dynow, obde wpds 
dvOpdwrovs dpocorade’s quiv cal loo- 
duvduous* Theoph.: comp. Polysnus, 
Strateg. TIl. 11, wh ws woreulos oup- 
Bddd\jovres GAN dvOpwras alua xal 
odpxa éxovor [the exhortation of Cha- 
brias to his soldiers], and see notes on 
Gal. i. 16, where the formula is more 
fully explained. ddd] There 
is here no ground for translating ov«... 
é\\4 ‘non tam...quam ;’ comp. Glass. 
Philolog. 1. 5. 22, Vol. I. p. 420 8q. 
(ed. Dathe). The negation and affir- 
mation are both absolute; ‘non con- 
tra homines [‘vasa sunt, alius utitur,’ 
August. ], sed contra deemones,’ Cornel. 
a Lap.; see esp. Winer, Gr. § 55. 8, 
p- 439, where this formula is very 
satisfactorily discussed, and comp. 
Kiihner on Xenoph. Mem. 1. 6. 2, 
and notes on 1 Thess. iv. 8. In those 
exx. where the negation cannot from 
the nature of the case be considered 
completely absolute, it will be ob- 
served, as Winer ably shows, that the 
negation has designedly a rhetorical 
colouring, which in a faithful and 
forcible translation ought always to 
be preserved without any toning down ; 
see Fritz. Mark, Excurs. Il. p. 773 8q., 
Klotz, Devar. Vol. II. p. 9, 10. 

mpds Tas dpxds] ‘against the princi- 
palities ;? see esp. notes on ch. i. 21, 
and observe that the same terms which 
are there used to denote the classes 
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and orders of good, are here similarly 
applied to evi angels and spirits; 
comp. Usteri, Lehrd. 11. 2. B, p. 335- 
Tovs Koopoxpdropas K.7.A.] ‘the 
world-rulers of this darkness,’ those 
who extend their world-wide way over 
the present (comp. ch. ii. 1) spiritual 
and moral darkness; wolov oxérovus; 
dpa ris vuxrés [comp. Wetst.]; ovda- 
BOs, a\A\d ris wovnplas’ Chrys., see 
ch. v. 8. Meyer rightly maintains 
(against Harless) the full meaning of 
Koo poxp., a8 not merely ‘rulers’ (‘mag- 
nates,’ /&th.), ‘fairwuhabandans,’ 
Goth., but ‘rulers over the world,’ 
munditenentcs, Tertull. (Marc. v. 18), 
xéopuos preserving its natural and pro- 
per force. So even in the second of 
the three exx. cited by Schocttg. //or. 
Hebr. Vol. 1. p. 790, out of Rab- 
binical writers (‘qui vocem hanc 
NOWIONP civitate su& donarunt’), 
which Harl, here adduces,— ‘Abraham 
persecutus est quatuor } OWI Wp, 
sc. reges,—the word appears used 
designedly with a rhetorical force: ex. 
3 is perfectly distinct. Further exx. 
from later writers are cited by Elsner, 
Obs. Vol. 1. p. 219. The dogmatical 
meaning is correctly explained by the 
Greek commentators: the evil spirits 
exercise dominion over the xécpos, not 
in its mere material nature (odx rfs 
xrloews xparobvres, Theoph.), but in 
ita ethical and perhaps intellectual 
character and relations (ws xaraxpe- 
Tobvres TWY TA KOTWULKA povoiwruy, 
(Ecum.), the depravation of which is 
expressed by rol ox. rTovrov: see 
John xvi. 11, 6 apxwy Too K. Tovrou: 
1 John v. 19, 6x. Sdos &» rq Tlovnpy 
[see notes, ver. 16] xetrac: 2 Cor. iv. 
4, 6 Geds rot alwvos rovrov: comp. 
John xiv. 30. On the meanings of 
«dopos, see Bauer, de Regno Divino, 


Ill. 2, 3 (Comment. Theol. Vol. 11. p. 
144, 154), and comp. notes on Gal, iv. 
3. The insertion of rod aldvos before 
rovrov [Rec. with D3EKLN*‘ (‘sed 
rursus abstersit’); majority of mss.; 
Syr.-Phil. with an ast.; Orig., Chrys., 
Theod., al.] seems clearly explanatory, 
and is rightly rejected by nearly all 
modern editors. Tad ‘Wvevpa- 
TUKa THs Wovnplag] ‘the spiritual hosts, 
communities, of wickedness,’ sc. charac- 
terized by essential wrovnpla, gen. of 
‘the characteristic quality ’ (Scheuer. 
Synt. § 16. 3, p. 115, Winer, Gr. 
§ 34. 3. b, p. 211); éwecdy ydp elor xal 
of dyyedkor wvevpara spocdOnxe THs 
srovnpias’ Theoph., comp. Gicum. i” 
loc. Td wvevparixd are not however 
merely 7a xvevpara (Elan. I, comp. 
Syr., 4ith.), but, in accordance with 
the force of the collective neut. adject. 
(Bern. Synt. vi. 2, p. 326, Jelf, Gr. 
§ 436. 1. 5), denote the bands, hosts, 
or confraternities of evil spirits: Winer 
and Meyer aptly cite ra Anorpucd 
(‘robber-hordes’), Polywn. Strateg. v. 
14. 1 [rd dobda, 7a alyuddrwra, cited 
by Mey. after Bernhardy, are not fully 
appropriate; see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 
378]; comp. ra Sauda, and see esp. 
Winer, Gr. § 34. 3. b. obs. 3, p. 213. 
The gloss of Auth. (from Tynd.) 
‘spiritual wickedness’ does not seem 
tenable, for if ra wvevparixa be taken 
as the abstract neuter (so perhaps 
Copt.,— which adopts the singular 
wveupartxdy) expressive of the proper- 
ties or attributes (the ‘dynamic neut. 
adj.’ of Kriiger, Sprachl. § 43. 4. 27; 
comp. Stier), the meaning must be, 
not ‘spiritales malignitates,’ Beza, but 
‘gpiritualia nequitie,’ Vulg., Clarom. 
(comp. Goth.), i.e. ‘spiritual elements, 
properties, of wickedness’ (see Jelf, 
Gr. § 436. obs. 2),—an abstract mean- 
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ing which obviously does not harmo- 
hize with the context; see Meyer in 
loc. The concrete interpretation, on 
the other hand, is grammatically cor- 
rect, and far from unsuitable after the 
definite rods xoopoxpdropas. 

év tots drovpavlois] ‘in the heavenly 
regions,’ ‘in the sky or air;’ Dobree, 
Adv. Vol. 1. p. 574: see ch. i. 20, ii. 
6. Here again we have at least three 
interpretations: (a) that of Chrys. and 
the Greek commentators, who give Td 
€roup. an ethical reference, ‘heavenly 
blessings ;’ (6) that of Riick., Matth., 
Eadie, al., who refer the expression to 
the scene, the locality of the combat, 
‘the celestial spots occupied by the 
church ;’ (c) the ancient interpr. (see 
Jer. in loc.; comp. Tertull. Mare. v. 
18, where however the application is 
too limited), according to which éy 
rots ér. is to be joined with ra mv. rijs 
wov. as specifying the abode or rather 
haunt of the rd wvevpar.; ‘qui infra 
celum,’ AEth. (both). Of these (a) is 
opposed to the previous local interpre- 
tations of the words, and involves an 
explan. of év (=trép, Chrys., or wepl, 
Theod.) wholly untenable; (6) seems 
vague and not fully intelligible; (c) on 
the contrary is both grammatically ad- 
missible (as the clause thus presents a 
single conception, ‘supernal spirits of 
evil,’ see notes on ch. i. 18) and exe- 
getically satisfactory. The haunt of 
the evil spirits was indirectly specified 
in ch. ii. 2 as being in the regions 708 
dépos; here the latent opposition,— 
alua xal capt on earth, and rd mrveup. 
in supernal regions,— suggests a word 
of greater antithetical force, which 
still can include the same lexical 
meaning; comp. Matth. vi. 26, ra 
werewda Tov ovpavoi. As in ch. ii. 2 
there was no reason for limiting the 


term to the mere physical atmosphere, 
so here still less need we adopt any 
more precise specification of locality ; 
see notes in loc., and comp. generally 
Hofm. Schrifth. Vol. I. p. 401% 8q. 
The repetition of wpds before each of 
the substantives is somewhat of a 
rhetorical nature, designed to give 
emphasis to the enumeration; see 
Winer, Gr. § 50. 7. obs. p. 37 4- 

13. Std rotro] ‘On this account,’ 
‘wherefore:’ since we have such pow- 
erful adversaries to contend with ; 
éretds myo yaXerol ol éxPpoi’ Gacum. 
dvaddBere] ‘assume,’ ‘take up,’ not 
necessarily ‘to the field of battle,’ 
Conyb., but with simple local refer- 
ence, as opposed to xararlOecOac ; 
dvahau8. rd Srda x.7.r. being the 
technical expression: see Deut. i. 41, 
Jer. xlvi. (xxvi.) 3, Judith xiv. 3, 2 
Mace. x. 27, xi. 7, and exx. in Kypke, 
Obs. Vol. 1. p. 302, Elsner, Obs. Vol. 
I. p. 231, and Wetst. in loc. 

dv tq apépqa ty wovnpa] ‘in the evil 
day— of violent temptation,’ Fell, 
Cocc.: 7uépay rrovnpdy Thy THs wapa- 
tdtews nuépay Karel, dwd Tol évep- 
yodvros alr SiaBdAouv 7d bvona rebec- 
xws* Theod.; Schoettgen compares 
MY NYWA ‘in hora mala, quando 
periculum nobis imminet,’ Hor. Hebr. 
Vol. i. p. 793. The use of tpuépa 
rather than aldy (Gal. i. 4) is opposed 
to the interpr. of Chrys., Cicum., 
Theoph., rdv wapéyra Blo» dyci, and 
the foregoing earnest tone of exhorta- 
tion to the idea that any consolation 
(scil. 7d Bpaxyd é€5jA\woe, Theoph., 
comp. Chrys.) was implied in the use 
of juépa. Still more untenable is the 
view of Meyer, that St Paul is here 
specifying the day when the last great 
Satanic outbreak was to take place 
(comp. notes on Gal. i. 4); the Apor . 
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stle has at heart what he knew was 
much more present and more con- 
stantly impending; ‘bellum est per- 
petuum; pugna alio die minus, alio 
die magis fervet;’ Beng. 

dwavra Kkarepyacdpevor] ‘having ac- 
complished, fully done, all,’ not merely 
in preparing for the fight (Beng.), 
but, as orfvas (‘to stand one’s ground’) 
obviously suggests, t and appertain- 
ing to the fight; all things that the 
exigencies of the conflict required. 
The special interpr. of Cicum. (comp, 
Chrys.) xarepyac. = karamwodephoavres, 
i.e. ‘having overcome all,’ Auth. Marg. 
(comp. Ezek. xxxiv. 4, 3 Kadr. iv. 4), 
though adopted by Harl., is very doubt- 
ful; for in the first place, the masc. 
would have seemed more natural than 
the neut. dwrayra (Est., contr. De W.); 
and secondly, though xarepydf. occurs 
20 times in St Paul’s Epp., it is only 
in one of two senses, either persicere 
(‘notat rem arduam,’ Fritz.), as here, 
Rom. vii. 18, Phil. ii. 12, al., or per- 
petrare (‘de rebus que fiunt non ho- 
neste’), Rom. i. 27, ii. 9, al.: see Fritz. 
Rom. ii. 9, Vol. I. p. 107, and the nu- 
merous exx. cited by Raphel, Annot. 
Vol. 11. p. 495 8q. The concluding 
orfvat is then not ‘stare tanquam tri- 
umphatores’ (Zanch. ap. Pol. Syn., 
comp. even Meyer), but as in ver. 11, 
‘to stand firm’ (the battle is life-long), 
‘ut non cadatis aut loco cedere coga- 
mini ;’ Est. 

14. oryre ody] ‘Stand then,’ not 
as in ver. 13, in the fight, but, as the 
context obviously requires, ready for 
the fight; ‘kampffertig,’ De Wette. 
The several portions of the ravyorNa 
are then specified in regular order ; 
wapabapouvas adrods Novrdv avrovs Kal 
xadowNlge* Chrys. Tweptloc. 
viv daddy dp.) ‘having girt your loins 


about ;’ comp. Isaiah xi. 5, forat di 
kavootvy e{woudvos Thy coddy avrod, 
kal d\nelg elAnuévos ras wXevpds. The 
remark of Holz., that the aorists are 
improperly used for presents, is wholly 
mistaken; the different acts specified 
by the participles were all completed 
before the soldier took up his position ; 
comp. notes on ch. iv. 8. It 
may be observed that the girdle was 
no mere ornament (Harl., comp. Eadie), 
but the first and most necessary part 
of the equipment; a orpariwrns Afw- 
oros was, as Meyer observes, a very 
‘contradictio in adjecto.’ Independ- 
ently of serving to keep the armour in 
its proper place, it appears also—ex- 
cept in the Homeric age, when it 
formed a part of the cuirass, and in 
later times, when ornamented ‘ baltei’ 
came into use (Smith, Dict. of Antiq. 
Art. ‘Balteus’)—to have been com- 
monly used to support the sword; see 
plates in Montfaucon, L’Antig. Expl. 
Vol, IV. 1, p. 19 8q., and Suppl. Vol. Iv. 
p- 14.8q., Smith, Dict. Art. ‘Zona,’ and 
Winer, RWB. Art. ‘ Giirtel,’ Vol. 1. 
p. 448. dy dAnbalq] ‘ with 
truth,’ as the girdle which bound all 
together, and served to make the Chris- 
tian soldier expedite and unencum- 
bered for the fight; é being instru- 
mental, or perhaps rather semilocal, 
with a ref. to the cincture and equip- 
ment; comp. Psalm Ixv. 7, repefwo- 
paos & Suvacrelg, and see Green, 
Gramm. p. 289. It has been doubted 
(see C&cum. tn loc.) whether by dA7Gera 
is meant what is termed objective truth 
(A\70ea Soyudrwr, Gécum. 1), t.e, ‘the 
orthodox profession of the Gospel’ 
(Hamm. on Luke xii. 35), or subjective 
truth: the latter is most probable, pro- 
vided it is not unduly limited to mere 
‘truthfulness’ (Chrys. 1) or sincerity 
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(Calv., Olsh.). It must be taken in 
its widest sense dA70. év r@ I nool, ch. 
iv. 21, the inward practical acknow- 
ledgment of the truth as it is in Him; 
ddivy 5¢ ws mods tov Xp. vojoa, Tov 
byrws dAjOecay* CEcum.; comp. Reuss, 
Théol. Chrét. rv. 16, Vol. 11. p. 169. 
tis Stxarortwns] ‘of righteousness ; 
gen. of apposition or identity; see 
Winer, Gr. § 59. 8, p. 470, comp. 
Scheuerl. Synt. § 12. 1, p. 82 : so, simi- 
larly in regard of sentiment, Isaiah lix. 
17, Kal évedicaro dixaocbyny ds Odpaxa’ 
Wisd. v. 19, &vdtcerat Odpaxa BiKxaco- 
otynv. This Scxacocvvy is not ‘righte- 
ousness’ in its deeper scriptural sense, 
scil. by faith in Christ (Harl.), as rloris 
is mentioned independently in ver. 16, 
but rather Christian moral rectitude 
(Mey., Olsh., Usteri, Lehrb. 11. 1. 2, 
Pp. 190; Tov KaGodexdy Kal évdperov ior, 
Chrys.), or, more correctly speaking, 
the righteousness which is the result 
of the renovation of the heart by the 
Holy Spirit; see Waterl. Regen. Vol. 
IV. p. 434. Eadie presses the article, 
but without grammatical grounds; its 
insertion is merely due to the common 
principle of correlation; see Middl. 
Art, Ill. 1. 7, p. 36. 

15. ‘roSyodpevoe trovs modas] 
‘having shod your feet,’ ‘calceati pedes,’ 
Vulg., Clarom. It does not seem ne- 
cessary to refer this specially to the 
Roman ‘caliga’ (Mey.; see Joseph. 
Bell. Jud. vi. 1. 8), as the reference to 
the Roman soldier, though probable, 
is not certain: any strong military 
sandal (Heb. {}ND, Isaiah ix. 4, see 
Gesen. Lex. s.v.) is perhaps all that is 
implied ; comp. Lydus, Synt. Sacr. 111. 
2, p. 46 sq. év érowpacla] ‘with 
the readiness ;’ not ‘in preparationem,’ 
Clarom., but ‘in preparatione,’ Vulg. 
(Amit.), Copt.; év being instrumental, 


or semi-local, as in ver. 14. The some- 
what peculiar form éroacla, used 
principally in the LXX and eccl. 
writers, denotes properly ‘preparation’ 
in an active sense (Wisd. xiii. 12, 
érou. tpopis; Mart. Polyc. § 18, 
doxnoly re xal érom.); then ‘a state of 
readiness,’ whether outwardly consid- 
ered (Joseph. Antig. X. 1. 2, Urrous els 
éroww. mapéxev) or inwardly estimated 
(Hippocr. de Dec. Habitu, Vol. 1. p. 
74, ed. Ktibn; comp. Psalm x. 17, 
drow. xapdlas, i.e. 7d éuwapdoxevor, 
Chrys.); and thence by a conceivable 
transition (esp. as }*'3 admits both 
meanings, see Gesen. Lex. 8.v.), ‘some- 
thing fixed, settled’ (comp. Prov. iv. 
18 Theod., éropacla juépas = cradepda 
peonuSpla), and further even ‘a basis, 
a foundation.’ Heb. }3') (Dan. xi. 7 
Theod., ris plgns atris ris érotpaclas 
airov’ compare Ezra ii. 68, Psalm 
Ixxxix. 15). This last meaning how- 
ever may possibly have originated from 
a misconception of the translator (see 
Holzh. and Meyer in loc.), but at any 
rate is very inappropriate in this place. 
There is then no reason to depart from 
the more correct meaning, ‘readiness,’ 
nONR 

‘ preparedness ’ (o1D.0-f, Syr., 
‘manviba,’ Goth.), not however dore 
éroluovs elvac mpds 7d evbayyé\cop 
(Chrys.), but, as the context and me- 
taphor suggest, ‘ad militiam, impedi- 
mentis omnibus soluti,’ Calv. 

Tov evayy. tis elpyvys] ‘of the Gospel 
of peace ;’ scil. caused by the evayy. 
rijs elp.; the first gen., evayyeAlou, 
being that of the source or agent (see 
notes on 1 Thess. i. 6, Scheuérl. Synt. 
8 17, p. 126), the second, elpjvys, that 
of the purport and contents: compare 
ch. i. 13, 7d evdayyéA. THs ocwrnplas, 
where see notes, and Bernhardy, Synt. 
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III, 44, p. 161. The sum and sub- 
stance of the Gospel was 1} elpivn, 
Peace, not with one another merely, 
but with God (Est.), 1 peace that can 
only be enjoyed and secured if we war 
against His enemies: ay 7g daddy 
wodenapuey elpnvevonev mpds Tov Gedy 
Chrys. On the different terms with 
which eva7yy. is associated in the N.T., 
vee Reuss, Théol. Chrét. rv. 8, Vol. 11. 
p. 8t. 

16. dnl waow) ‘in addition to all,’ 
not, with local ref., ‘super omnibua, 
queecunque induistis,’ Beng. (comp. 
Goth. ‘ufar all’), nor, with ethical 
ref., ‘above all,” Auth., —but simply in 
ref, to the last accompaniment ; comp. 
Luke iii. 20, rpocéOnxew xat rotro émi 
waot, and see Winer, Gr. § 48. ©, p. 
350. Eadie cites Col. iii. 14, érl race 
rovrots, but neither this passage nor 
Luke xvi. 26 are strictly similar, as 
the addition of rovros implies a re- 
ference to what has preceded, while 
éwi wacw is general and unrestricted, 
and more nearly approaches a ‘ for- 
mula concludendi ;’ see Harl., and exx. 
collected by Wetst. on Luke xvi. 26. 
In both the force of ériis the saine, 
‘accession,’ ‘superaddition;’ comp. 
Donalds. Gr. § 483. aa. The 
reading év xaow, adopted by Lachm., 
with BN; 10 mss.; Clarom.; Vulg. 
(appy.); Method., Greg.-Naz.; al., 
has not sufficient external support, and 
may have been a correction for the 
ambiguous éwl. rov Gupedy] 
‘ the shield,’ ‘scutum,’ Vulg., Clarom. 
The term 6upeds, as its derivation sug- 
gests, is properly anything ‘quod vi- 
cem janue prestat’ (Homer, Od. Ix. 
240, 313, 340), thence in later writers 
(see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 366) a large 
oblong or oval shield (old ris Odpa gu- 
Adrrwy 7d odpa* Theoph.), differing 


both in form and dimensions from the 
round and lighter dowls (‘clypeus’): 
see esp. Polyb. Hist. VI. 23. 2, comp. 
Lips. de Milit. Rom. 111. 2, and exx. 
in Kypke, Elsner, and Alberti tn loc. 
Harless doubts whether Oupeds was 
intentionally used instead of dowls, and 
cites the very similar passage, Wisd. 
v. 20, AjWerar dowlda...docdrnra: it 
is not however improbable that in the 
time of St Paul (perhaps 150 years 
later) the distinction had become more 
commonly recognized; see Plutarch, 
Flamin, § 13. ahs whereas] 
‘of fatth;’ appositional gen. similar 
to Tis Stxacootwns, ver. 14. 

dv b SuvijcreoGe] ‘ with which ye will be 
able,’ scil. as protected by and under 
cover of which (comp. ver. 16), or, with 
a still more definite instrumental force 
(Goth., Arm.), as specifying the de- 
fensive implement by which the ex- 
tinction of the fire-tipt darts will be 
facilitated and effected; 4 wloris ob» 
Tatra cBévyvoww’ Theoph. The future 
must not be unduly pressed (Mey.); 
it points simply and generally to the 
time of the contest, whenever that 
might be: the future is only ‘a con- 
ditioned present ;’ see Bernhardy, Synt. 
X. §, P» 377 TOU wovnpod] 
‘the wicked One ;’ ‘nequissimi,’ Vulg., 
Clarom. ; not ‘evil,’ 7d wrovnpdéy, but in 
accordance with the individualizing 
and personal nature of the conflict 
which the context so forcibly depicts, 
—the Devil; udvov éxeivos wrovnpds Kar’ 
éfoxhv Aéyerac’ Chrys. de Diab. i. 
Vol. II. p. 309 (ed. Ben. 1834), comp. 
2 Thess. iii. 3 and notes, 1 John v. 18, 
probably Matth. v. 37, John xvii. 15, 
al., and see Suicer, Thesaur. s.v. Vol. 
II. p. 807, and on the conflict gene- 
rally, the instructive remarks of Mayer, 
Hist. Diab. § 7, p. 681 sq. ; comp. also 
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Reuss, 7héol. Chrét. Iv. 20, Vol. I. 
p. 226 sq. va BAn...1d 
aetrup.] ‘the fire-tipt, or fiery, darts ;’ 
the addition of the epithet serving to 
mark the fell nature of the attack, and 
to warn the combatant; wer. 5é¢ a’ra 
xéxdnxev dteyelpwy rovs orparwras, 
Kal kedevuw dogpadws wepippdrrecbac 
Theod. Allusion is here distinctly 
made to the rupddpo dicrol, arrows, 
darts, éc. tipt with some inflammable 
substance, which were used both by 
the Hebrews (Psalm vii.. 14), Greeks 
(Herod. vil. 52, Thucyd. 11. 75, Ar- 
rian, Alex. 11. 18), and Romans (‘mal- 
leoli,’ Cicero pro Milone, 24: ‘falarice,’ 
Livy xxi. 8, were much larger), in 
sieges, or, under certain circumstances, 
against the enemy in the field; see 
Vegetius, de Re Mil. rv. 18, Winer, 
RWB. Art. ‘Bogen,’ Vol. 3. p. 190. 

‘Any reference to ‘poisoned’ darts 
(Hamm, al.) is not in accordance with 
‘tthe meaning and tense of the part. 
werupwuhéva. It may be remarked that 
the art. is not found in BD!FG, and 
‘is rejected by Lachm.; in which case 
wenrup. will become a ‘tertiary’ predi- 
cate, and must be translated ‘fire-tipt 
as they are,’ see esp. Donalds. Gr. 
§ 489 sq., and comp. Winer, Gr. § 20. 
‘I, obs, p. 122. It seems however much 
more probable that the art. was omit- 
ted by an oversight, than that the 
transcriber felt any grammat. difficulty, 
and sought to remedy it by insertion. 
oPéoar] ‘to quench.’ It seems too 
much to say with Calv., in reference 
to the metaphor, ‘improprie loquitur.’ 
That the use of oBécat was suggested 
by rervp. is not improbable; as how- 
ever it is certain that the larger shields, 
which for lightness were made of wood, 
were covered with hides (uocxely dép- 
part, Polyb. Hist. vi. 23. 3, Lips. de 
Mili. mm. 2) and similar materials 


designed to prevent the full effect of 
the Bé\n wewup., the particular verb 
cannot in any way be considered here 
as inappropriate; comp. Arrian, A lex. 
Ir, 18. 

17. kal rhv «7.X.] Meyer rightly 
objects to the punctuation of Lachm. 
and Tisch.: a comma, or perhaps 
rather a colon (Wordsw.), is here far 
more suitable than a period. We have 
here only one of St Paul’s rapid trans- 
itions from the participial structure 
to that of the finite verb; see Col. i. 6, 
and notes ch. i. 20. Séac Oe] 
‘receive,’ as from Him who furnishes 
the armour (ver. 13), and whose Spirit 
puts in our hands the sword ; ‘ accipite, 
oblatam a Domino,’ Beng. The 
verb is omitted by D!FG; Clarom. ; 
Cypr., Tertull., al., and converted into 
défacGa: (but perhaps an itacism) by 
Matth. with AD? (E?) KL; mss.; Cypr. 
(1),—but in neither case on sufficient 
external evidence. Tov 
cwrnplov] ‘of salvation,’ gen. of ap- 
position, as in ver. 14, 16. The use of 
this abstract neuter is, with the ex- 
ception of this place, confined to St 
Luke (see Luke ii. 30, iii. 6, Acts xxviii. 
28), though sufficiently common in the 
LXX; compare Isaiah lix. 17, mepe- 
xed. owrnplov,—a passage to which 
its present occurrence may perhaps be 
referred. There is no ground for sup- 
posing that rod owr. is masculine 
(‘salutaris, t.e. Christi,’ Beng.), either 
here or Acts/.c¢., nor can we say with 
Mey. that 7d cwripoy is ‘any ideal 
possession:’ in t Thess. v. 8, the zrepe- 
xeganala is the é\mls owrnplas, in the 
present case there is no such limita- 
tion. Salvation in Christ, as Harl. 
remarks, forms the subject of faith; 
in faith (by grace, ch. ii. 5) it is appre- 
hended, and becomes, in a certain 
sense, even a present possession; see 


VI. 


pav rov IIvevuaros, 6 eorw pina Geod. 


18. 153 


Oca warns 18 


Tpocevyis Kal dexrews mporevxomevot ev TAvTi Kalpy ev 


“ g 
IIvevmart, xai ets avTo aypuTvouvres ev Taryn TpoTKap- 


notes, ch. ii. 8. TOU 
TIvevparos] ‘of the Spirit,’ sc. given 
by, supplied by the Spirit; the gen. 
of the source or origin, as in verse 13, 
Thy wayord. rod Geod. The gen. is 
clearly not appositional ((Ecum. I, 
Theoph. 1, and even Harl., Olsh.), as 
the explanatory clause would thus be 
wholly out of place. Still less proba- 
bly is it a gen. of quality, » udxaipa 
wrvevparixy (Chrys. 2), or asimple gen. 
of possession in reference to the rinw- 
pnrixh évépyeca (Sever. ap. Cram. Cat.) 
of the Spirit, both of which seem at 
variance with the general tenor of the 
passage, which represents the ‘arma- 
tura’ as furnished to us by God. Thus 
then it is from the Spirit that we re- 
ceive the sword, that sword being the 
Word of God, the Gospel (ver. 15), 
which is the duvayuis Geod (Rom. i. 16, 
1 Cor. i. 18) to every one who be- 
lieveth; comp. Heb. iv. 12. 

18. 8a wdons K.T.A.] ‘with all 
(every form of) prayer and supplication 
praying ;’ participial clause expressive 
of the manner and accompaniments of 
the action, dependent on the principal 
imperative orfjre ovv, ver. 14 (Mey.), 
not on the subordinate aor. imper. 
5éfacGe, which is only a variation of 
the participial structure, and with 
which the idea of duration expressed 
in rdons and wavri xaipy would not 
be consistent. The seeming tautology 
and an imaginary logical difficulty in 
wpocevxerOar Sia wdons wpoo. év ravrt 
xatp@ have induged Mey. to disconnect 
dia wdons Ke7.A. and mpocevxyduevon 
This, though not inconsistent with the 
use of dd (‘conditio in qua locatus 
aliquid facias,’ Fritz. Rom. ii. 27, Vol. 1. 
p. 138), is still neither necessary nor 


satisfactory: da wdons x.7.A. simply 
and correctly denotes the earnest, be- 
cause varied, character of the prayer 
(see Theoph.); é» wayri xatpg the 
constancy of it (édedexds, Theod., 
comp. Luke xviii. 1, 1 Thess. v. 17; 
2 Thess. i. 11); é» IIvevpare (see infra) 
the holy sphere of it. Conyb. (comp. 
Syr., but not Acth., Syr.-Phil.) trans- 
lates the part. as a simple imperat., 
and makes ver. 18 the beginning of a 
new paragraph; this however cannot 
be justified; see Winer, Gr. § 45. 6, 
p- 313. It has been doubted 
whether there is here any exact dis- 
tinction between wpocevy) (ndpm) 
and dénors (19M). Chrys. and Theod., 
on 1 Tim. ii. 1, explain wpoo. as atrn- 
ows dyabdv (see Suicer, Thesaur. s. v. 
1), 5éno. as Urep dwraddAayis Aurnpay 
ixerela (so Grot., as dwd Tod deois, but 
see 2 Cor. i. 11); comp. Orig. de Orat, 
§ 33, Vol. xvi. p. 292 (ed. Lomm.), 
Alii alia. The most natural and ob- 
vious distinction is that adopted by 
nearly all recent commentators, viz. 
that rpocevy? is a ‘ vocabulum sacrum’ 
(see Harl.) denoting ‘ prayer’ in gene- 
ral, precatio; dénors a ‘ vocabulum 
commune’ denoting a special charac- 
ter or form of it, ‘ petition,’ rogatio ; 
see Fritz. Rom. x. 1, Vol. Il. p. 372, 
Trench, Synon. Part 11. § 1, and notes 
on 1 Tim. ii. 1. dy wavtl Kxaipe] 
‘in every season.’ There is no necessity 
to restrict this to ‘ every fitting season,’ 
Eadie: the mind of prayer (rd dsudel» 
t@ Beg, Theoph. on 1 Thess. v. 17) is 
alluded to as much as the outward 
act; see Alf. on Luke xviii. 1. 

dv Tivebpari] ‘in the Spirit:’ certainly 
not the human spirit (‘cum devoto 
cordis effectu,’ Est.), nor as in contrast 
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to Barrodoyety (Chrys.), but the Holy 
Spirit (Jude 20), in whose blessed and 
indwelling influence, and by whose 
merciful aid, we are enabled to pray 
(Rom. viii. 15, Gal. iv. 6), yea, and 
who Himself intercedes for us (Rom. 
viii. 26). ds abré] ‘ for ii,’ 
* hereunto:” scil. rd mpocetyecOar év 
wavrl xatpg é IIvetuart. The refer- 
ence is obviously not to what follows 
(Holzh.), but to what precedes. It was 
‘ for this’ (scarcely more than ‘in re- 
spect of this,’ Mey.) that the Ephesians 
were to be watchful; not that all 
should abide in continual prayer (Olsh., 
Harl.), for the prayer for the Apostle 
(ver, 19) is to be for a different spiri- 
tual grace, but that they themselves 
might have that grace (‘ut quotidie 
oretis,’ Est.), and exercise it in gene- 
ral, persistent, and appropriate suppli- 
cations for all saints. The 
addition of rofro after atré [Rec. with 
DEKL; mes. ; Chrys.-text, Theod., 
al.] is rightly rejected by ZLachm., 
Tisch., al., with ABD! FGN; Clarom., 
Vulg., Copt., al., as a mere explana- 
tory addition: ‘adrds sepius dicitur 
de eo de quo cummaxime sermo est,’ 
Ktthn. Xen. Mem. It. 10. 14, comp. 
Matth. Gr. § 469. 7. dypurr. 
lv rdory tpocKapt. KT.A.] ‘ watching 
in all perseverance and supplication,’ 
‘in omni instantia et obsecratione,’ 
Vulg. ; supplementary clause, specify- 
ing a particular accompaniment to 
their prayer and watchfulness in re- 
gard to themselves, and a particular 
phase and aspect which it was to as- 
sume; ‘in praying for themselves they 
were uniformly to blend petitions for 
all the saints,’ Eadie: comp. Col. iv. 
2, yprryopodvres év airy (mpoceuxy) év 
evyaptorig, where é edx. denotes the 
accompanying act, one of the forms 


which wrposevx) was to assume. 

The two substantives mpooxapr. Kal 
Sejo., though not merely equivalent 
to ‘precantes sedulo’ (Syr., comp. 
Aéth.), still practically amount to a 
‘hendiadys.’ According to the regu- 
lar rule, the substantive which con- 
tains the ‘accidens’ ought to follow 
rather than precede (see Winer, de Hy- 
pall.et Hendiad. p. 19), still here rpoox. 
so clearly receives its explanation from 
kal dehoe, that the expression, though 
not a strict and grammatical, is yet 
a virtual, or what might be termed a 
contextual év 8: Svoty: see esp. Fritz. 
Matth. p. 857. On mpocxapr. comp. 
notes on Col, iv. 2. 

Ig. Kal] ‘and, to add a particular 
case:’ on this use of xal in appending 
@ special example to a general claasifi- 
cation, see Winer, Gr. § 53. 3, p. 388, 
notes on ch. v. 18, and on Pahtl. iv. 12. 
dartp én05] ‘for me,’ ‘in behalf of me.’ 
Eadie (after Harl.) endeavours to trace 
a distinction between trép here and 
wept ver. 18, as if the former was 
more special and individualizing, the 
latter more general and indefinite; 
‘sorgt wm Alle, auch fiir mich,’ Harl. 
This in the present case, where the 
two prepp. are so contiguous, is plau- 
sible; but as a general rule little more 
can be said than that wrép in its ethi- 
cal sense perhaps retains some stronger 
trace of its local meaning than repl : 
see notes on Gal. i. 4, on Phil.i. 7, and 
comp. Kriiger, Sprachl. § 68. 28. 3. 
tva por S009] ‘that there may be given 
tome; particular object of the dypury. 
éy wpockxapr., with an included refer- 
ence to the subject of the prayer; 
comp. notes on ch. i. 17. The 5067, 
as its position seems to indicate, is em- 
phatic; it was a special gift of God, 
and felt to be so by the Apostle, ‘non 
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nitebatur Paulus habitu suo,’ Beng. 
The reading of Rec. 800eln (which 
rests only on the authority of a few 
cursive mss.) would give the purpose 
& more subjective reference, and re- 
present the feeling of a more depen- 
dent realization ; compare ch. i. 17, 
and see esp. Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p. 
622, Herm. Soph. Elect. 57. 

dv dvolfe. rod ordp. pov) ‘in the 
opening of my mouth,’ act in which 
and occasion at which the gift was to 
be realized, the connexion clearly being 
with the preceding (Syr., Chrys., al.), 
not with the following words (Auth., 
Kypke), and the meaning not ‘ad a- 
pertionem,” z.e. ‘ut os aperiam’ (Beza), 
or in passive reference to himself and 
active to God, ‘ut Deus aperiat os 
meum’ (comp. Atth.), ie. ‘that my 
mouth may be opened’ (a Lap., Olsh.; 
comp. Psalm 1. 17), but simply ‘in the 
opening of my mouth’ (‘occasione 
dat&,’ Grot.), ‘dum os aperio,’ Eat. ; 
po Mey., Eadie, al.; see esp. Fritz. 
Dissert. 1. ad 2 Cor. p. 99 sq. 

The expression dyolyew crdua may be 
briefly noticed. When not specially 
modified or explained by the context 
(compare 2 Cor. vi. 11), it does not, 
on the one hand, appear to have any 
prelusive reference to the nature or 
quality of the discourse (ovx dpa éue- 
Aédra dwep Ereyer, Chrys., ‘ore semi 
clauso proferuntur ambigua,’ Calv.), 
nor, on the other, is it to be considered 
as merely graphic and unemphatio 
(Fritz. loc. cit., and on Matth. v. 2), 
but nearly always appears to specify 
the solemnity of the act and the occa- 
sion; comp. Matth. v. 2, Job iii. 1, 
Dan. x. 16, Acts viii. 32, and appy. 
xviii. 14 [it was a grave answer before 
a tribunal], and see Tholuck, Bergpr. 
p. 60 8q. dv wadpnole yveploar] 
“with boldness (of speech) to make 


known,’ ‘cum fiduci& notum facere,’ 
Vulg., Clarom.; specification of the 
result contemplated in the gift (‘ut 
mihi contingat Adyos, inde autem nas- 
catur 7d év wraps. yvwploa,’ Fritz. ad 
2 Cor. p. 100), and of the spirit by 
which it was to be marked. As é 
dyolt. ro0 oréu. hinted at the solemn 
and responsible nature of the act, so 
év wasp. refers qualitatively to the 
character and spirit of the preaching ; 
Odpoos kal Aéyou xoprylay Wa Kard Toy 
Oetov Ad-yow tANpwow Tov Spduov’ Theod. 
On the meaning of rafsnola, see notes 
on i Tim. iii, 13. Td por. 
Tov ebayyaA.] ‘the mystery of the 
Gospel.’ The gen. is somewhat differ- 
ent to 7d wuor. Tod Bedipuaros, ch. i. 
g; there it was ‘the mystery in the 
matter of, concerning, the 0é\nua,’- -- 
gen. oljecti; here it is rather ‘the 
mystery which the evayyé\. has, in- 
volves,’—gen. sudjecti, The distinc- 
tion between these two forms of gen. 
is briefly but ably stated by Kriiger, 
Sprachl. § 47. 7. On the meaning of 
puarhpiov, comp. notes on ch. v. 32. 
The concluding words rol evayyen. 
are omitted by BFG; Boern.; Tert., 
Ambrst., and bracketed by Lachm., 
but rightly retained by Tisch. Alf, 
Wordew., on distinotly preponderating 
evidence. 

20. dirip ob] ‘in commodum cujus,’ 
‘to preach which.’ The reference of 
od is doubtful ; it can however scarcely 
be ‘to the preceding clause,’ Eadie; 
for as this involves two moments of 
thought, éy wags. and yvwp., and as 
avrd would certainly seem to have the 
same reference as 8, there would be an 
inevitable tautology in é& adr (scil. 
TO & wapp. x.T.d.) wappnoidowpas. 
The reference must then be either 
simply to rd edayyéA. (Harl.) or more 
probably to rd muvor. rol eayyed. 
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21. Kat dpets el5.] The reading is somewhat doubtful. The order in the 
text is adopted with ADEFGN (AD! FGR i8.); Clarom., Vulg., al. ; Theod., Lat. 
Ff. (Lachm.). In ed. 2 the order elijre cal tets was followed with BKL ; great 
majority of mss.; Syr. (both), Basm.; Chrys., Dam., Jer., al. (Zisch., al.), 


but is now reversed, the newly discovered N appearing to turn the scale. 


(Mey.), as this was what the Apostle 
éyvwpicey, and in the matter of which 
he prayed for the grace of rafpyela. 

mperfevw dv ddtoa] ‘J am an am- 
bassador in a@ chain,’ ‘in catené,’ 


Vulg., Clarom., but |A\ @ «5 [in 


9 Oo = 
eatenis} Syr., and similarly Copt., 
Goth., Arm. [gdbdnok, no sing.]; a 
noticeable and appy. designedly anti- 
thetical collocation, ‘I am an am- 
bassador—in chains;’ ‘alias legati 
jure gentium sancti et inviolabiles,’ 
Wetst., comp. Theoph. It seems 
doubtful whether any historical allu- 
sion to a ‘custodia militaris’ (Beza, 
Grot.; on which see esp. Wieseler, 
Synops. p. 394, note) is actually in- 
volved in the present use of the sin- 
gular; comp. Acts xxviii. 20, 2 Tim. 
i, 16, Joseph. Antig. Xvul. 6. 10, and 
see Paley, Hor. Paul. vi. 5, Wiescler, 
Synops. p. 420. As the singular is 
not conclusive, being often used, es- 
pecially in the case of material ob- 
jects, in a collective sense (see Kriiger, 
Sprachl. § 44. 1.1, Bernhardy, Synt. 
II. 1, p. 58), and as the use of the word 
in St Paul’s Epp. (here and 2 Tim. i. 
16) is confined to the singular, it 
seems uncritical to press the allusion, 
though it still may be regarded as by 
no means improbable: ddAvois is used 
in the singular (els rip ddvow eurlr- 
rew), but with the article and in a 
more general sense, in Polyb. Hist. 
XXI. 3. 3, IV. 76. 5. va... 


wappno.] ‘in order that I may speak 
boldly ;’ second purpose and object of 
the dypumv. x. 7.., ver. 18. There 
seems no reason to depart from the 
ordinary interpr. ; the second tva x.7.A. 
is not dependent on mxpecB. év advcet. 
(Beng.), nor subordinate to tva 50607 
(Harl.), but co-ordinate with it (comp. 
Rom. vii. 13, Gal. iii, 14), and in- 
volves no tautology. The first of the 
two final sentences relates to the gift 
of utterance and wap. generally, the 
second, to the gift of a conditioned 
wapp.,—scil. ws det we AaAFoas. 
dv abre] ‘in it,” ‘ therein,’ scil. & r@ 
pivot. TOU ebayyed.,— ‘occupied with 
it, engaged in preaching it.’ "Ev here 
marks, not so much the (official) sphere 
in which (see Rom. i. 9, A\arpedw...& 
TQ evayy.), a8 the substratum on which 
the rafpnola was to be displayed and 
exercised; see Kriiger, Sprachl. § 68. 
12. 6, and notes on Gal.i.24. It can 
scarcely denote the source or ground 
of the ra#$., Harl.; for,—as 1 Thess. 
iil, 2, éwapsnovacdueba & trG GOeg 
x.T. X. (cited by Harless) clearly shows 
—God was the source and causal 
sphere of the wapp. (see notes zn loc.), 
the Gospel (bere ‘the mystery of the 
Gosp.’) the object in which and about 
which it was to be manifested: see 
exx. in Bernhardy, Synt. v. 8. b, p. 
212. 

21. “Iva 8 xal dp. Sire] ‘ But 
in order that ye also may know ;’ trans- 
ition by means of the 8 peraBarcxdy 


- 
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(see notes on Gal. i. 11) to the last 
and valedictory portion of the Epistle. 
In the words xal dpets the xat is cer- 
tainly something more than a mere 
‘ particle of transition’ (Eadie, Ruck.). 
It indisputably refers to others besides 
the Ephesians, but who they were 
cannot be satisfactorily determined. 
If the Epistle to the Colossians was 
written first, cal might point to the 
Colossians (Harl. Finleit. p. 60, Wig- 
gers, Stud. u. Hrit. 1841, p. 453, 
Meyer, Einleit, p.17, Wieseler, Synops. 
p. 432), but as the priority of that 
Ep., though by no means improbable 
both from internal (Neander, Planting, 
Vol. 1. p. 329 Bohn, comp. Schleierm. 
Stud. u. Krit. 1832, p. 500) and per- 
haps external considerations (see Wie- 
seler, Syn. p. 450 8q), is still very 
doubtful (see Credner, Einlett. § 157, 
Reuss, Gesch. des N.T. § 119), all 
that can be said is this, viz. that the 
use of xal is certainly noticeable, and 
not to be explained away, and that 
though per se it cannot safely be relied 
upon as an argument in favour of the 
priority of the Ep. to the Colossians, 
it still, on that hypothesis, admits of 
an easy and natural explanation. The 
article by Wiggers above referred to, 
though in several points far from con- 
clusive, deserves perusal. 

vl mpdcow]) ‘how I fare; not ‘quid 
(in carcere) agam’ (Wolf), but simply 
‘quid agam,’ Vulg., Clarom.,—in 
simple explanation of 7a xar’ éué: see 
Arrian, Epict. 1. 19, rl wpdoce Pnrt- 
klwy; Aélian, Var, Hist, 11. x; Ypero 
vl wpdrro [5 brd dobevelas karadn- 
Oels}; comp. Hor. Sat.t.9. 4. Illus- 
trations of 7a xar éué, ‘res meas’ 
(Phil. i. 12, Col. iv. 7), are cited by 
Elsner, Obs. Vol. 11. p. 234: see Wetst. 
and Kypke. Tox ixos] Not 


a 4 


Ov ereurpa 22 


Tuxixds(Griesd., Tisch. ed. 7), see Winer, 
Gr. § 6, p. 49. Tychicus was an 
*Accavés, and is mentioned Acts xx. 
4, Col. iv. 7,2 Tim. iv. 12, Tit, iii, 12. 
Tradition represents him as afterwards 
bishop of Chalcedon in Bithynia, of 
Colophon, or of Neapolis in Cyprus ; 
see Acta Sanct. April 29, Vol. 111. p. 
613. The order yrwploes duty, 
though found in BDEFGN; 3 mss.; 
Clarom., Sangerm., Aug., Boern., 
Goth., al.; Ambrst. (Lachm.), is per- 
haps rightly reversed by Zisch., Alf., 
Wordsw., on the evidence of AKL; 
nearly all mss.; Vulg. (Amit., Demid., 
—not Fuld.), Syr.-Phil., al.; Chrys., 
Theod., al.; as being not unlikely a 
conformation to Col. iv. 7. This how- 
ever is one of those cases in which, 
until we know more of &, it seems hard 
to decide. morés] ‘faithful,’ 
‘trusty; not afcdmricros, scil. ovder ev- 
cerac d\AG wdvta ddnOedoe, Chrys., 
Beng.; for, as Mey. remarks, he was 
probably known to the Ephesians 
(comp. Acts xx. 4), though probably 
not to the Colossians. Sid- 
xovos dy Kvply] ‘minister tn the Lord,’ 
Christ was the sphere of his ministra- 
tions, Christ’s Spirit animated and ac- 
tuated his labours. It does not seem 
necessary to refer the term didxovos to 
any special (‘sacr& ordinatione diaco- 
num fuisse,’ Est.), or even general 
office (‘qui Evangelio navat operam,’ 
Grot.) in relation to the Gospel, but 
merely in reference to his services to 
St Paul ; see Col. iv. 7, riords didxovos 
xal ovvdoudos év Kup., where, as Meyer 
and De W. observe, the latter term is 
intended to heighten and dignify the 
former; comp. also 2 Tim. iv. 11. 

22. Sv brepa mpds Spds] ‘whom 
I have sent to you; not ‘I send’ 
(Wordsw.),—which, though not appy. 
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inconsistent with the usage of the N.T.. 
(see Winer, C'r. § 40. §. 2, p. 249), does 
not seem accordant with the probable 
circumstances, Tychicus appears to 
have been sent with Onesimus to Co- 
lossee on a special mission (Col. iv. 8), 
of which the Apostle availed himself 
so far as to send this letter by him; 
this mission however the Apostle na- 
turally regards as an act belonging to 
the past, and so probably uses éreuya 
in its ordinary sense. alg 
abrd rovro] ‘for this very purpose, 
and no other,’ viz. in reference to what 
follows; not ‘for the same purpose,’ 
Auth.; comp. Phil. i. 6, Col. iv. 8 and 
notes in loc. The preposition is some- 
times omitted; see Plat. Sympos. 204 
A, and Stallb. az loc.; comp. ib. Legg. 
111. 686 D, Protag. 310 E. 
tva yore «.1.A.] ‘tn order that ye may 
know the things concerning us;’ ob- 
viously similar in meaning to ¢ldjre 
ra xar éué, but perhaps with a more 
inclusive reference both to himself and 
those with him. wapaxahioy] 
‘comfort,’ ‘consoletur,’ Vulg. (comp. 
Goth. ‘ gapvasstjai’), here judiciously 
changed from the ‘exhorte[n]tur’ of 
Clarom.; see Col. iv. 8. The subject 
of the rapdxAnots may have been ‘ne 
offenderetis in meis vinculis’ (Beng.), 
or ‘ne animis deficiatis ob meas tri- 
bulationes’ (Est. ; comp. ch. iii. 13); so 
also cum., Theoph.: it is better how- 
ever, owing to our ignorance of the 
exact state of the church, to leave the 
precise reference undefined, and to ex- 
tend it generally to all particulars in 
which they needed it. On the mean- 
ing of the word, see notes on ch. iv. 1, 
and on 1 Thess. v. (1. 

23. Elpivy] ‘Peace,’ simply; not 


the 


‘concordia,’ Calv., ‘peaceableness,’ 
Hamm. (comp. elpyyevere, 2 Cor. xiii. 
11), a8 the Epistle, though elpypcxds 
(De Wette) in relation to the doctrinal 
aspects of the union of Jews and Gen- 
tiles (see ch. ii.), contains no special 
exhortations on the subject of concord 
generally. Elpjvy is however no mere 
parting salutation (comp. notes ch. i. 
2, and on Gal. i. 3), but is in effect a 
valedictory prayer for that yadi7 xal 
evita. uxis (Orig. Cat.) which was the 
blessed result of reconciliation with 
God, and His Spirit’s special gift; see 
Steiger on « Pet. i. 2, Reuss, Théol. 
Chrét. Iv. 18, Vol. 11. p. 200 8q. 

Tots dde\dots] ‘the brethren at Ephe- 
sus.’ Wieseler (Synops. p. 444) refers 
adeAp. specially to the Jewish Chris- 
tians, rdyrwy to the Gentile Christians. 
This is surely a very doubtful, and 
even improbable interpretation ; fur is 
it likely that in an epistle so opposed 
in its tenor to all national distinctions 
any such special recognition of their 
existence would be found? Clearly oi 
ddeXgol can only mean ‘the whole 
Christian brotherhood.’ 

dydrn pera wlorews] ‘love with faith,’ 
not dydxyn xalt xlorts: the Apostle 
does not simply pray for the presence 
of each of these graces in his converta, 
for, as Olsh. correctly observes, he 
assumed wicris to be there already; 
what he prays for is their co-existence. 
As love (not here the divine love, 
Beng.) is the characteristic of a true 
faith, the medium by which its energy 
is displayed (Gal. v. 6), so here faith is 
represented as the perpetual corcomi- 
tant of a true love. If it had been 
aydr. obv wlore it would rather have 
conveyed the here scarcely realizable 
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conception of their coherence ; compare 
ch. iv. 31, mexpla...cdv xaxlg [badness 
of heart was the ‘ fermentum,’ the ac- 
tive principle]; 1 Cor. x. 13, odv T@ 
wepacug@ kal rhy xBaow [not the one 
without the other]: see Kriiger, 
Sprachl. § 68. 13. 1. On the connexion 
of love and faith, comp. Reuss, Théol. 
Chrét. 1v. 19, Vol. 11. p. 205; and on 
the whole verse, a short but not very 
connected sermon of Augustine, Serm. 
CLXVIII. Vol. v. p. gtr (ed. Migne). 
a4. “H xdprs] ‘ Grace,’ car’ etox hy, 
the grace of God in Jesus Christ 
(Mey.). The use of the article is in 
harmony with the immediately preced- 
ing and succeeding mention of Him 
through whom 7 xdpis éyévero, John 
117. pera wavrov k.T.A.] 
‘with all that lore our Lord J.C; 
second and more comprehensive form 
of benediction. Meyer compares the 
similar maledictory form in 1 Cor. xvi. 


22. dv dpOapelg] ‘in 


incorruption,’ Yous i» {sine 
° 


corruptione] Syr., ‘in incorruptione,’ 
Vulg., Copt., ‘incorruptione,’ Cla. 
rom., Arm., ‘in unriurein,’ Goth., ‘in 
non-interitu,’ &th.-Platt. The con- 
nexion of this clause and the mean- 
ing of the words are both somewhat 
doubtful, and must be noticed sepa- 
rately. 
arbitrary interpretations of the prepo- 
sition, ¢.g. vrép(Chrys. 2), dd (Theoph.), 
werd (Theod.), els (Beza), and all doubt- 
ful explanations of d@@apelg, whether 
temporal (sc. els rdv aldva, Matth.), 
brachylogical (Wa why Exwow ev agé., 
Olsh.), abstr. for concrete—really (é& 
a&pOdpros, Chrys. 2) or virtually (‘in 
unverganglichem Wesen,’ Harl.),—we 
have three probable interpr. ; (a) ethi- 


(t) Meaning: excluding all, 


cal, ‘sincerity,’ Auth., Chrys., comp. 
1 Pet. iii. 4: (0) quast-local, in refer- 
ence to the sphere of the dydwrn, comp. 
éy éroupavios: (c) simply qualitative, 
i.e. ‘imperishableness,’ icum., Mey., 
al. To (a) the lexical meaning of the 
word is seriously opposed: see Meyer. 
St Paul’s use of dpOapcig is perhaps 
rather in favour of (6), as in all the 
six other passages where it occurs (Tit. 
ii, 7 [Steph.] is extremely doubtful), 
a0. refers directly or indirectly to a 
higher sphere than the present; still 
as 4¢6. is anarthroun, and the expla- 
nation difficult unless the unsatisfactory 
construction (8), see below, be adopted, 
we decide in favour of (c), and regard 
év as marking tho manner, or rather 
conditioning sphere, in which the ac- 
tion takes place; comp. esp. Tit. iii. 
15. (2) Connexion: three constructions 
have been suggested; (a) with ‘Ine. 
Xp., scil. ‘Christum immortalem non 
humilem,’ Wetst. ;—(8) with 7 xdprs, 
Harl., Stier;—(y) with dyarwrruy, 
Chrys., Theod. Of these (a) is inad- 
missible, being exegetically unsatisfac- 
tory, and, on account of the absence 
of the artic'e, grammatically suspi- 
cious; (8) is harsh, especially in a 
simple benediction, on account of the 
intercalation of s0 many words between 
the nom. and the modal factor of the 
sentence; (y) is adopted by all the 
Greek commentators, and seems most 
simple and satisfactory; we translate 
therefore, ‘ grace be with all who love 
our Lord Jesus Christ in incorruption, 
t.¢. in a manner and in an element 
that knows neither change, diminu- 
tion, nor decay; 7 yap els row Xp. 
dydrn ApOapros cali duelwros waddov 
5¢ xal?’ éexdorny érdidoica rh» judpavy 
Sperev elvac’ (Ecum. Thus then this 
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jpav "Incotv Xpiorov ev apOapcia. 


significant clause not only defines 
what the essence of the dydr7 is, but 
indicates that it ought to be perennial, 
immutable, incorruptible. The con- 
cluding duiv [Rec. with DEKLN*‘; 


most Vv. and Ff.) is rightly rejected 
by Lachm., Tisch., al. [with ABF 
GN‘; 2 msz., Aug., Boern., Amit*., 
To]., Basm., 4th.-Pol., and some Ff.], 
as a liturgical addition. 


TRANSLATION. 


NOTICE. 


HE principles on which this translation is based are explained 

in the general Preface to the commentary on the Galatians, 
and in the notice prefixed to the translation of that Epistle. The 
English Versions with which the translation is compared, and the 
editions which have been used, are the same as those used in the 
Translation of the former Epistle, with this exception, that the 
Version, here used and referred to as the Standard Genevan 
Version, is not (as before) the Version of the New Testament 
published in the year 1557 (reprinted in the English Hexapla) 
but the Version of the whole Bible published in the year 1560. 
This Version differs in many respects from the Version of 1557, 
and appears alone entitled to be considered as Z7'nz GENEVAN 
Version. In the present edition the citations have been carefully 
verified anew, some additions have been made, and errors, as far as 
possible, removed. One unimportant change may be specified. 
It has been suggested that it might be better to change ‘unto’ 
into ‘to,’ wherever ‘unto’ appears in the Authorized Version as 
marking a simple dative, and to reserve the former for the trans- 
lation of prepositions with the accusative. As this is professedly 
a ‘version for the closet,’ and as rhythm (the usual reason for 
the interchange in the A.V.) is thus of less consequence, the 
suggestion has been adopted. 


THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. - 


AUL, an apostle of Christ Jesus by the will of God, I. 
to the saints which are [in Ephesus], and to the 


faithful in Christ Jesus. 


Grace be to you, and peace, 2 


from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ. 

Blessed be God and the Father of our Lord Jesus 3 
Christ, who blessed us with every blessing of the Spirit 
in the heavenly regions in Christ: even as He chose us 4 


Cuaptern I. 1. Of Christ Jesus) 
Of * Jesus Christ, AUTH. In 
Ephesus] At Ephesus, AUTH. and all 
the other Vv. 

2. And the Lord] Sim. Wict., Cov. 
Test.. RHEM.: and from the Lord, 
AUTH. and remaining Vv. The prep. 
in such cases as the present should 
certainly be omitted, as it tends to 
make that unity of source from whence 
the grace and peace come less apparent 
than it is in the Greek; comp. note 
on Phil. i. 2 (Transl.). 

3. God and the Father] So WIct., 
Cov. Test., Raem.: the God and 
Father, AuTH.; God euen the Father, 
GEN.; God the father, TYND. and 
remaining Vv. Blessed us] 
Hath blessed us, AUTH. and all the 
other Vv. The aorist here ought cer- 
tainly to be maintained in translation, 
as the allusion is to the past act of 
the redemption. The idiom of our 
language frequently interferes with the 
regular application of the rule, but it 
is still no less certain that the English 
preterite is the nearest equivalent of 


the Greek aor., see Latham, Zngl. 
Lang. § 360, 361, and compare Scholef. 
Hints (Pref.), p. xi. It is possible 
that there are cases when the English 
present, owing to its expressing an 
habitual action (Latham, § 573), might 
seem to correspond to the Greek aor., 
but as the iterative force of the latter 
tense, even if admitted (see notes on 
Gal. v. 24), seems radically to differ 
from that of the Engl. pres. (the one 
expressing indefinite recurrence in the 
past, see Jelf, Gr. § 402. 1, the other 
indef. recurrence in the present), it will 
seem best not to venture on any such 
translation. Every blessing] So 
Cov. Test.; all maner of... blessinges, 
TYND. (blessynge, CRAN., Cov.); al... 
blessynge Wict., GEN., BIsu., RHEM.: 
all...blessings, AUTH. Of the 
Spirit] Spiritual, AuTH. and all the 
other Vv.; see notes. The hea- 
venly regions] Heavenly places, AUTH.: 
celestials, REM. ; heuenls thingis, 
WICcL. and remaining Vv. 

4. Even as] According as, AUTH., 
Trnp., Cov., CRaN., BisH.; as, WICL., 
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in Him before the foundation of the world, that we should 
5 be holy and blameless before Him; IN LOVE having fore- 
ordained us for adoption through Jesus Christ into Him- 
6 self, according to the good pleasure of His will, to the 
praise of the glory of His grace, wherein He bestowed 
4 grace on us in the beloved; in whom we have redemption 
through His blood, the forgiveness of our transgressions, 
8 according to the riches of His grace, which He made to 


Cov. Test., GEN., RHEM.: see note on 
¥ Thess. i. § (Transl.). Chose] 
So Rem. : hath chosen, AUTH., WICL., 
Cov. Test., GEN. ; had chosen, TYND., 
and remaining Vv. Blameless]} 
Without lame, AuTH., TYND., Cov., 
Cran., GEN., BIsH.; without wemme, 
WICL.; unspotted, Cov. Test. ; tmma- 
culate, RoEM. The slight change has 
been made for the sake of retaining 
the same translation both here and ch. 
v. 27. On the distinction between 
apwuos (‘in quo nihil est quod repre- 
hendas’) and dueumros (‘in quo nihil de- 
siderari potest’), see Tittm. Synon. p. 29. 
5. In love having] Aura. and all 
the other Vv. connect ‘in love’ with 
the preceding verse; see notes. The 
participle expresses probably a tem- 
poral relation, ‘after He had, éc.,’ but 
in so profound a subject it seems best 
to retain the more undefined transl. of 
AUTH. Foreordained] Bifore 
ordeyned, Wicu.; ordeyned ... before, 
Trnp., Cov., CRAN.; predestinated, 
AUTH. and the remaining Vv. 
For adoption] Unto the adeption of 
children, AUTH. ; in to adop. of sones, 
Wict., RHEM. (vnto the ad.); to be 
heyres, TYND., CRAN. ; to receaue vs as 
children, Cov. ; to be adopted, GEN., — 
a good translation, but perhaps scarcely 
sufficiently literal. Through] So 
Tynp. and other Vv.: by, AuTd., 
WICcL., BISH., RHEM. Into Him- 
self] To himself, AvuTH.; in to him, 
WICL.; vnto him silfe, Tynp., CRAN., 


Geny., BisH., RHEM.; in hymselfe, 
Cov. Test. Whether we adopt the 
translation ‘into’ or ‘unto’ matters 
but little, both approximating to, but 
neither fully expressing the meaning 
of the inclusive els, perhaps English 
idiom (‘adopt into’) is slightly in favour 
of the former. It seems also best 


in English, for the sake of perspicuity, 


to return to the reflexive form: ‘into 
Him’ (ed. 1), though literal, perhaps 
may seem ambiguous, 

6. Bestowed grace on us|] Hath 
glorified us, WicuL.; hath gratified vs, 
RueEM.; hath made us accepted, AUTH. 
and all other Vv. 

7. Redemption] Here we must be 
content to omit (with all the Vv.) the 
expressive article, our idiom seeming 
to require some adject., eg. ‘the 
promised red.,’ to make the article 
perfectly intelligible. Of our 
transgressions] Of sins, AUTH. and all 
Vv. 

8. Which He made to abound 
toward us) Which grace he shed on 
us aboundantly, TYND., and sim. Cov.; 
wher of he hath ministred vnto vse 
aboundantly, CRAN. ; whereby he hathe 
bene abundant toward vs, GEN.; 
wherein he hath abounded toward 
us, AUTH., BISH. On this 
clause a friend and accurate scholar 
has made the observation, that as all 
verbs of the character of wepioocedw 
may practically be resolved into a 
‘verbum faciendi’ with an appended 


Caap. I. 5—12. 


163 


abound toward us in all wisdom and discernment; having 9 
made known to us the mystery of His will, according to 
His good pleasure which He purposed in Himself in re- 10 
gard of the dispensation of the fulness of times, to gather 

up again together all things in Christ, the things that are 

in heaven and the things that ave on earth, even in Him; 

in whom we were also chosen as His inheritance, having 11 
been foreordained according to the purpose of Him who 
worketh all things after the counsel of His will; that we 12 
should be to the praise of His glory, who have before hoped 


accus, elicited from the verb (‘make 
an abundance of’), the gen. 7s may 
here receive a simple explanation with- 
out reference to the principles of attrac- 
tion. This remark appears to deserve 
some consideration. Discernment] 
Prudence, AUTH., WICL., Cov. (both), 
Cran., BIsH., RHEM.; perceavaunce, 
TYND.; understanding, GEN. The 
transl. ‘prudence’ appears to give 
the word a more decided reference to 
practice than the context will admit; 
‘understanding,’ on the other hand, 
is too abstract, and fails to recognise 
the distinction between cuveots and 
gpévnor:s. Perhaps the transl. in the 
text, or ‘intelligence,’ as indicating an 
application and exercise of the ¢py», 
and a result of (spiritual) cogla (comp. 
1 Cor. ii. 13), approaches more nearly 
to the true meaning of the word in 
this passage. 

9g. Purposed] So Wiot., TYND., 
Cov. Test., Ruex.: had purp., AUTH. 
and the remaining Vv. 

10. In regard of the disp.] In 
the disp., AuTH., Cov. Test., GEN., 
Bisu., RHEM.; paraphrastically, ¢o 
have it declared when the tyme were full 
come, TYND., CRAN. (was), sim. Cov. 
The translation in the text, or ‘witha 
view to’ (see notes), seems to make 
the meaning a little more distinct 
than the more usual ‘far.’ To 
guther up again together] That... he 


might gather together in one, AUTH., 
GEN., BisH.; that he might set vp... 
perfectly, CRAN., that...shuld be gad- 
dered togedder, TYND., Cov.; to en- 
store, WICL. ; to set up, Cov. Teat. 

The things that are in heaven and the 
things that are] Similarly Tynp., Cov., 
Cran., and also Cov. Test.: both 
which are in heaven and which are, 
AutH., GEN., BisH. (heavens), The 
repetition which the older translators 
thus preserve is not without force in 
this solemn enunciation of the eternal 
purpose of God. 

11, We were also chosen as His in- 
heritance} Also we have obtained an 
inheritance, AUTH.; we ben clepid bs 
sorte, WicL., sim. Cov. Test., RHEM. ; 
we are made heyres, TYND., CRAN. ; 
also we are come to the inheritaunce, 
Cov.; also we are chosen, GEN., BIH. 
It may be observed that also is omit- 
ted by Wicu., TYND., CRAN. 

Having been fore-ordained ] Being pre- 
destinated, AUTH., BISH. (-nate); and 
were therto predestinate, TYND., CRAN. 3 
bifor ordeyned, WIcL.; predestinate, 
Cov. Test., RoEm. The simpler trans- 
lation in the text seems decidedly 
preferable; see notes on ver. 5. 

His will] So Wict., RuEM.: his own 
will, AUTH. and remaining Vv. 

12, Have before hoped) First trust- 
ed, AUTH. (hoped, AUTH. marg.), GEN. ; 
han hopid bifor, Wiot.; afore hane 
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13 in Christ: in whom ye too, having heard the word of 
truth, the gospel of your salvation,—in whom, I say, hav- 
ing also believed, ye were sealed with the holy Spirit of 

14 promise, which is the earnest of our inheritance, for the 
redemption of the purchased possession, unto the praise 


of His glory. 


15 For this cause I also, having heard of the faith which 
is among you in the Lord Jesus, and the love which ye 
16 have unto all the saints, cease not to give thanks for you, 
17 making mention of you in my prayers; that the God of 
our Lord Jesus Christ, the Father of glory, would give to 


hoped, Cov. Test., Ruxm. before ; be- 
fore beleved, TYND., CRaN., BISH. 
The force of the perf. part. should 
be retained in transl., especially as 
this can so easily be done by 
the inserted ‘have,’ as Cov. Test., 
RHEM.; the English perfect expresses 
the past in connexion, by its effects 
or consequences, with the present: 
see Latham, Engl. Lang. § 579 (ed. 
3). 
13. Ye too, having heard] You also, 
vvhen you had heard, RHEM., with a 
similarly auspended member; ye also 
trusted after that ye heard, &c., AUTH., 
sim. GEN.; also ye beleued after that 
ye herde, Cov., sim. Cov. Test.; also 
we beleue for asmoch as we haue hearde, 
Cran.; also ye [hoped] after that ye 
heard, BisH. TYND. connects, ye also 
(after that ye hearde...) were sealed. 
I say, having also| Also after that ye, 
AvuTH. The change to the particip. 
structure in both members seems to 
make the sentence a little more dis- 
tinct, and to preserve in the latter the 
close connexion of xal with micred- 
cavres; see notes. - The holy] 
So all the Vv. except AvutTH., that 
holy. 

14. Which] On the form ‘ which,’ 
see notes on Gal. i. 2 (Tranal.). 
For] So Cov. Test., CRAN.: wunétl, 
AvutTH., GEN.; in to, WIOL.; unto, 


BisH.; to, Ruem. The translation 
of Tynp. (to redeme) is paraphrastic. 

15. For this cause] Wherefore, 
AvuTH., TynpD., Cov. (both), CRAN., 
BIsu. ; therefore, WI0L., GEN., Roem. 
The transl. ‘for this cause’ is more 
consonant with the general style of 
AvrH. than the equally literal and 
correct ‘on this account,’ and so 
is substituted for it. ‘Wherefore’ 
(AurH.) is rather the transl. of 3:6. 
Having heard] After I heard, AUTH. ; 
herynge, Wict., Cov. Test., RHEM. ; 
after that I heard, TYnD., CRAN., GEN., 
Bisu.; in so moch as I haue herde, 
Cov. The faith, &c.] Your faith, 
AvtH., WIcL., RHEM. ; the fayth which 
ye have, TrnD., Cov., CRAN., GEN., 
Bisx. ; your f. whych is, Cov. Test. 
The love which ye have] Love, AuTH. 
and the other Vv. except WIOL., the 
love, and Cov., of youre love. 

17. Would give] May give, AUTH., 
Cov. (both), Cran., BisH.; myght 
geve, TrnD., Gen. The change in the 
text is made as an attempt to express 
the conditioned, hoped for, realization 
(‘ would please to give’) expressed by 
the opt. 5g; comp. Latham, £ngl. 
Lang. § 592, Wallis, Gramm. Angl. 
p. 107. Hermann (Soph. Elect. 87) 
asserts that in German the distinction 
may be observed by translating the 
Greek subj. by the German ind. pres., 
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you the Spirit of wisdom and revelation in full knowledge 

of Him; having the eyes of your heart enlightened, that 18 
ye may know what is the hope of His calling, and what 
the riches of the glory of His inheritance are among the 
saints, and what the surpassing greatness of His power 7s 19 
to us-ward who believe, according to the operation of the . 
power of His might, which He wrought in Christ, when 20 
He raised Him from the dead,—and He set Him on His 
right hand in the heavenly regions, over above all Princi- 21 
pality, and Power, and Might, and Dominion, yea and 


the opt. by the German imperf. sub- 
junctive. The transl. of Tynp., al., 
though practically preserving the cor+ 
rect shade of meaning, violates the 
law of ‘the succession of tenses ;’ see 
Latham, Engl. Lang. § 616. 

Full knowledge] The knowledge, AuTH. 
and all the other Vv. (knowynge, 
Wiou.). It may be doubted whether 
this stronger translation can in all 
cases be maintained. That there is 
generally a clear recognition of the in- 
creased force of the compound may 
be inferred from a comparison of the 
passages in which the simple and com- 
pound forms are respectively used. 
Caution however is required in exhibit- 
ing this in translation. 

18. Having the eyes of your heart 
enlightened] The eyes of your *under- 
standing being inlightened, AUTH. ; 
and lighten the eyes of youre myndes, 
TYNnp., Cran, (understondinge, Cov.) ; 
the eyes of youre harte beynge lyghten- 
ed, Cov. Test. (myndes, BisH.); that 
y* eyes of your und. may be lightened, 
GEN. ; the etes of your hart illuminated, 
RHEM., sim. WICL. Are among] 
Apon Tyrnp., Cov., CRAN.; tn, AUTH. 
and the remaining Vv. It may be 
observed that Tynp., Cov., GEN., 
BisH., similarly insert the auxiliary 
verb immediately before the prep. 
(Wioz., Cov. Test., RuEM. before the 
riches; Onan. after the glorye), show- 


ing that they did not consider & rots 
dylos as merely appended to rfjs «Ar 
povoulas avrotd; see notes. 

19. What the...power 18] What és 

the, &c., AUTH., and the same order 
is kept by all the other Vv. 
Surpassing] Excellent, WI0L.; passe 
ing, RHEM.; exceeding, AUTH. and 
the other Vv. To us-ward] So 
AvutTH., TYND., CRAN., BIaH.; in to 
us, WIOL.; towarde vs, Cov. (both), 
GEN., RHEM. 
Operation] So RHEM.: working, AUTH. 
and the remaining Vv.; see notes on 
ch, iii. 7. The power of His 
might] Hie mighty power, AUTH., Cov., 
GEN., BisH.; the myght uf his vertu, 
WIcL.; that his mighty power, TYND., 
Cran.; the myght of hys power, Cov. 
Test., RHEM. 

a0. And He set] And set, AUTH.: 
the change in the original from the 
participial structure to that of the aor. 
indic. is better preserved by inserting 
the pronoun. On His} So WIicx., 
Trnp., Cov., CRaN., BISH., RHEM.,;: 
at hie own, AUTH.; at hys, Cov. Test., 
GEN. The heavenly regions} The 
heavenly places, AUTH., GEN., BIsH. 
(om. the); heuenli thingis, WIOL., 
Tynp., Cov. (both), CRAN. ; celestials, 
RHEM. 

21. Over above] Far above, AUTH., 
GEN., BisH.; aboue, WICL. and the 
remaining Vv. Yea and] And, 
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every name that is named, not only in this world, but also 
22, in that which is to come; and put all things under His 
feet, and gave Him as Head over all things to the church, 
23 which indeed is His body, the fulness of Him that filleth 


all with all. 
IT. 


And you also being dead by your trespasses and your 


2, sins,—wherein ye once walked according to the course of 
this world, according to the prince of the empire of the 


AUTH. ; see notes. 

a2. Put] Hath put, Aurs., Tynp., 
Cov., CRAN., Bisu.; hath he subdued, 
Cov. Test., Rurm. (he hath); hathe 
made...subiect, GEN.; made...suget, 
Wict.,—the only version which omits 
the auxiliary verb. Gave Him, &o.] 
Gave him to be the head over all things 
to, AUTH., BisH.; hath made him aboue 
all thynges, the heed of, Tynv., Cov., 
Oran.; made hym heade ouer all, Cov. 
Test.; hathe appointed him ouer all 
thinge to be the heade to, GEN.; hath 
made him head over al, RuEM. The 
emphatic position of adrév in the 
original should not be left unnoticed. 

23. Which indeed] Which, AvTH. 
and the other Vv. except WICL. (that). 
If the distinction usually made be- 
tween ‘that’ and ‘ which’ is correct, 
viz. that the former is restrictive, the 
latter resumptive (see Brown, Gramm. 
of Grammars, II. §, p. 293, and notes 
on Col. iii. 1, Transl.), ‘that’ will often 
be a correct translation of 771s when 
used differentially (see notes on Gal. 
iv, 24), e.g. 9 wéds yres &» Adidas 
xriferac: in the present case however 
WIcL. is not correct, as 771s appears 
here to be used explicatively. 
With all] In all, AuTH., Cov. (both), 
Cran., BisH., RHEM.; in alle thingia, 
Wict., TYND., GEN. 


CuapTEr II. 1. Youatso being dead] 
You hath he quickened who were dead, 
AvtH. The participle 8yras has been 


differently translated : who were, AUTH. ; 
that were, TYND., GEN., BisH.; whan 
ye were, Cov. (both) ; where as ye were, 
Cran, Of these the last two transla- 
tions, though more correct in point of 
grammar than TYND., al., which tacitly 
supply an article, seem scarcely so 
satisfactory as the more simple one in 
the text, esp. if the present verse be 
compared with verse 5. The part. 
bvras obviously marks the state in 
which they were at the time when 
God quickened them. While in verse 
§ this is brought prominently forward 
by the xal, here, on the contrary, the 
xal is joined with, and gives promi- 
nence to vuds. In the present case 
then, a simple indication of their state 
without any temporal or causal ad- 
junct, ‘when,’ ‘ whereas,’ éc., seems 
most suitable to the context, as less 
calling away the attention from the 
more emphatic duds. By your) 
So RHEm.: in, AutH., TYND., CRAN., 
GEN., BIsH.; thorow, Cov. ; in youre, 
WIcL.; thorowe your, Cov. Test. 

Your sins] Sins, AvuTH. and all the 
other Vv. (synne, TYND.). 

2. Ye once walked] In time past ye 
walked, AuTH., TYND., Cov., CRAN., 
GEN., BIsH.; ye wandriden sumtyme, 
WICL. ; ye walked somtyme, Cov. Test. ; 
sometime you vv., RHEM. Of the 
empire of | Of the power of, AUTH., 
Wict., Cov. Test. (om. the), RHEM. ; 
that ruleth in, TYND., Cov., CRAN., 
Gervy., BisH. The somewhat: modern 
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air, of the spirit that now worketh in the sons of disobedi- 
ence ; among whom even we all once had our conversation in 3 
the lusts of our flesh, doing the desires of the flesh and of the 
thoughts, and we were children by nature—of wrath, even 
as the rest:—but God, being rich in mercy, because of His 4 
great love wherewith He loved us, even while we were 5 
dead by our trespasses, quickened us together with Christ 


form of expression in the text seems 
the only one that exactly represents 
the view taken in the notes of the col- 
lective term éfovclas. - Of the 
spirit] So Wict., Ruem.: the spirit, 
AvuTH., TyNnpD., Cov. Test., CRAN., 
BIsH. ; namely, after y* sp., Cov. ; euen 
' the sp., GEN, Sons] So WIOL. : 
children, AuTH. and the other Vv. 

3. Even we] Also we, AUTH., WICL., 
Cov. Test., RHEM.; we also, TYND., 
Cov., GEN.; we, CRAN., BisH., but see 
next note. Once had our 
convers.] Had our convers. in times 
past, AUTH. ; Lyueden sumtyme, WICL. ; 
had oure conversacion in tyme past, 
TYND., Cov., GEN, (CRAN., BisH. insert 
also before in); haue led our conuer- 
sacion somtyme, Cov. Test.; conuersed 
sometime, RuEM. This lighter transla- 
tion of woré seems preferable both 
here and in ver. 2. The order of the 
Greek would seem to require ‘had 
our conversation once,’ but this would 
lead to ambiguity when read in con- 
nexion with the succeeding words, 
Doing] So Wict., Cov. Test., RHEM. ; 
Sulfilling, AuTH., Bis. ; and fullfilled, 
TYND., CRAN.; and dyd, Cov.; in 
Suljilling, GEN. Thoughts} So 
Wict., Cov. Test., Rueu.; mind, 
AUTH. and the remaining VV. 

We were] So Wiot.: were, AUTH. and 
all the other Vv. except Cov. Test., 
were we. Children] The children, 
AuTH. and all the other Vv. except 
WIOL., the sones. Children by 
nature—of wrath] By nature the chil- 


dren of wrath, AutH., CraN., GeEn., 
BisH., RHEM., and sim. Cov. Test. ; 
bt kynde the sones of wraththe, WIOL.; 
naturally the children of wrath, TYND., 
Cov. All attempts to explain away 
the simple and ordinary meaning of 
these words must be, somewhat sum- 
marily, pronounced to be both futile 
and untenable. Such a translation as 
‘children of impulse’ (Maurice, Unity, 
p- 538) has only to be noticed to be 
rejected. The substantive dpyt is used 
in thirty-four other places in the N.T., 
and in none does it appear even to 
approach to the meaning thus arbi- 
trarily assigned to it. The rest} 
So RHEm.: others, AuTH., GEN. ; other 
men, WICL.; other, TYND. and the re- 
maining Vv. 

4. Being rich] Who is rich, AUTH. ; 
that is riche, WicL.; which is rich, 
TYND. and the remaining Vv. 
Because of...ve] For, &c., AUTH, 
WICL., CRAN., BisH., RHEM.; thorow, 
&c., TynD., Cov., GEN.: for...loues 
sake, Cov. Test. 

5. While] When, Auras. and all 
Vv. The change is only made to ex- 
press more forcibly the existing state ; 
see notes. By our trespasses] In 
gins, AUTH., WIOL., Cov.; thorow 
synnes, Cov. Test. The remaining Vv. 
give what seems the more correct 
transl. of the dative; by synne, TYND.; 
by synnes, CRAN., GEN., BISH., RHEM. 
Quickened] So WioL., CRAN., RHEM. : 
hath quickened, AUTH. and the re- 
maining Vv. Have ye been] 
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6 (by grace have ye been saved), and raised us up with 
Hum, and made us sit with Him in the heavenly regzons, 

7 in Christ Jesus; that He might shew forth in the ages 
that are coming the surpassing riches of His grace in 

8 kindness towards us in Christ Jesus. For by GRACE have 
ye been saved through faith; and this cometh not of your- 

g selves, the gift is Gop’s; not of works, that no man should 
10 boast: for we are His workmanship, created in Christ 
Jesus for good works, which God before prepared that we 


should walk in them. 


Ye are, AutH., Cov. Test., GEn., 
Breu.; ye ben, WIOL.; are ye, TYMD., 
Cov., CRAN.; you are, RoEM. On the 
simplest practical rule of choosing 
between ‘am’ and ‘have been’ in the 
translation of the Greek perf. pass., 
see notes on Col.i. 16 (Transl.). ‘Are’ 
might indeed be retained on the ground 
that ‘am’ with the part. does involve 
an essentially past element (Latham, 
Eng. Lang. $ 568); still the change 
seems a little more in harmony with 
the context. 

6. Raised] So WIOL. (agenreisid), 
Cran., RHEM.; hath raised, AUTH. and 
the remaining Vv. Up with 
Him] So Cov. (both), RHEM.: to gidre, 
WIOL.; vp tog. wyth hym, CRAN.; up 
together, AUTH. and the remaining 
Vv. With him (2)] So Cov. 
(both), RHEM.; together with him, 
Cran.: together, AUTH. and the remain- 
ing Vv. In the heavenly regions] 
In h. places, AUTH. ; in the kh. places, 
GEN.; inh, thingis, WicL., TYND., Cov. 
(both), BrsH. ; amonge them of heauen, 
Cran.; tn the celestials, RHEM. 

7. That He might, &c.] So, as to 
order, WIOCL., TYND., GEN., RHEM.: 
that in the ages to come, he might, AuTH., 
and sim. Cov. (both), Cran., BrsH. 
Shew forth] Shew, AvTH. and all the 
other Vv. That are coming] 
Aboue comyng, WIOL.; succeding, 
RHEM. ; to come, AUTH. and the other 


Vv. Surpassing] Plentewous, 
WIcL.; abundaunte, Cov. Test., RHEM. ; 
exceeding, AUTH. and the remaining 
Vv. In kindness] So Tymp., 
Cov., Cran.: en his kindness, AUTH., 
BisH.; in goodnes, WI0L., Cov. Test. ; 
through his kindnes, Gzu.; tn bountie, 
REM. In Chr. Jes.] So all the 
Vv. except AurH., Cran., Bisu., 
through Chr. Jes. 

8. Have ye been] Are ye, AUTH. : 
see notes on ver. §. And this 
cometh] And this, Wi0L.; and that, 
Avra. and all remaining Vv. It does 
not seem necessary to change ‘of’ 
into ‘from,’ the former being frequent- 
ly a very suitable translation of é« ; 
see notes on Gal. ii, 16. The 
gift ts God's] It is the gift af God, 
AutTH. and all the other Vv. The 
emphasis is maintained, appy. more 
in accordance with English idiom, by 
placing the gen. at the end rather 
than at the beginning. 

9. That no} So Wi0L., RaEM.: lest 
any, AUTH. and the remaining Vv. 

10. For good works] In g. rs 
WIoz., Cov. Test., RHEM.; unto g. w., 
AUTH. and the remaining Vv. 

Which] Vnto the wh., TrND., Cov. (to). 
Before prepared] Hath before ordained, 
AvtH., Bisu.; hath ordeyned, Wi01., 
Grn.; ordeyned vs before, TYND., 
Cov.; hath prepared, Cov. Teat., 
ReEM. ; ordeyned, CRAN. 


Crap. II. 6—15. 
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Wherefore remember, that aforetime ye, Gentiles in 11 
the flesh, who are called the Uncircumcision by the so- 
called Circumcision, performed by hand in the flesh,— 
that ye were at that time without Christ, being aliens 12 
from the commonwealth of Israel, and strangers from the 
covenants of the promise, having no hope, and without 
God in the world: but now in Christ JESUS ye who once 13 
were far off are become nigh by the blood of Christ. For 14 
HE is our Peace, who made both one, and broke down the 
middle wall of the partition—to wit, the enmity—in His 15 


11. That aforetime ye] *That ye 
being tn time past, AUTH. This trans- 
lation of wore (Cov.) is perhaps a 
little simpler than that of AuTH. (and 
remaining Vv. except WI0L., Cov. 
Test., RHEM., sumtyme), and serves 
equally well to keep up the antithesis 
between wore and 7 xacpy éxelyy in 
ver. 12. The so-called] That 
which is called, AUTH. (adding the), 
Cran., BisH., RHEM., and sim. the 
remaining Vv. Performed by 
band tn the flesh] So, an to order, WICL., 
made bi hond in feisch, and sim. Cov. 
Test., made wyth hande tn the fleshe: 
in the flesh made by hands, AUTH., 
GEN. (with h.), Bisu.; in the fesshe, 
which circumcision is made by hondes, 
Tynp., Cran.; after the flesh, whiche 
circ. ts made with the hande, Cov. 
The transposition in the text seems 
desirable, as marking that éy capxi is 
not to be closely connected with Aeyo- 
pévns repr. (the error of TYND., CRAN,, 
Cov., and sim. remaining Vv.), but 
rather to be regarded as a separate 
member qualifying what has preceded, 
and in more immediate connexion with 
Xetpoworjrov: see notes tn loc. 

13. Ye were at that time] So Trnp., 
sim. WIcL., RHEM.; ye were, I say, 
at y* time, GEN. : ye at the same tyme 
were, Cov.; at that time ye were, 
AUTH., CRAN., BISH. 

The promise] So Cran., Cov. Test., 


REM. ; biheest WICL.: promtse, AUTH. 
and the remaining Vv. 

13. Once] So GEN.: sometimes, 
AUTH.; sumtyme, Wiot., Cov. Test., 
Cran., BisH., RoEm.; a whyle agoo, 
TYND.; afore tyme, Cov. Are 
become] Are now made, Cov. (both); 
are made, AUTH. and the other Vv. 
The change however seems desirable, 
if only to obviate the supposition that 
éyeriOnre is here used with a passive 
force; see notes on ch. iii. 7. The 
aorist cannot be preserved in English 
when in association with the particle 
of present time (»v»l); comp. notes on 
ch, iii. §. 

14. Made] So Wiot.: hath made, 
AvTH. and all the remaining Vv. 
Broke down] VWnbyndynge, WHot.; 
hath broken down, AvTH., TYND., 
Cov., Cran., Bisg.; broken downe, 
Cov. Test.; hathe broken, GEN.; dia- 
soluing, RHEM. The middle wall 
of the partition] So RuxEm.: the mid- 
dle wall of partition between us, AUTH. ; 
the myddtl walle of a wal with out 
morter, WI0L.; the wall that was a 
stoppe bitwene vs, TYND., Cov., CRAN., 
Bis. (mydle wal); the myd wall of 
y* stoppe, Cov. Teat.; the stoppe of the 
particion wall, GEN. 

15. To wit the enmity, &c.] Having 
abolished in his flesh the enmity, even, 
AUTH., and similarly as to connexion 
the other Vv. except Wioz., Cov. Test., 
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flesh, having abolished the law of commandments ez- 
pressed in decrees; that He might make the two in Him- 
16 self into one new man, so making peace, and might recon- 
cile again both of us in one body to God by the cross, 


17 having slain the enmity thereby. 


And He came and 


preached peace to you which were afar off, and peace to 
18 them that were nigh; since through Him we both in one 
1g Spirit have cur admission unto the Father. So then ye 
are no more strangers and sojourners, but ye are fellow- 
citizens with the saints, and of the household of God, 
20 built up upon the foundation of the apostles and pro- 
phets, Jesus Christ Himself being the chief corner stone; 
21 in whom all the building being fitly framed together 


RuHEM., which, as following the Vulg., 
appy. connect év cap. with rhv &4p., 
and éy déy. with xarapy.: see notes. 
Expressed, &c. |Containedin ordinances, 
AvtH., BisH.; contayned in the lawe 
written, TYND., Cov., CRAN.; which 
etandeth in ordinances, GEN.: bi domes, 
WICcL. ; by judgementes, Cov. Test. ; in 
decrees, RHEM., see previous note. 
That he might make] So Cov. Test. 
(that...he myght make); for to make, 
AvtH., TynD., CBAN., GEN., BISH. ; 
that he make, WICL.; that...he mighte 
create, Cov. ; that he maycr., RHEM. 
The two in Himself] So RHEM.; ij. in 
hym silf, Wiou.; in hymeelfe....two, 
Cov. Test.; in himself, of twain, AUTH. ; 
of twayne...in him silfe, TYND., Cov., 
CRAN., GEN., BIsH. Into one] So 
Wict., RHEM.; in one, Cov. Test. ; 
one, AUTH. and the remaining Vv. 

16. And might] And that he might, 
AUTH. Reconcile again] Reconcile, 
AvuTH. and all the other Vv.; see 
notes zn loc. Both of us| Both, 
AUTH. and all the other Vv. 
In one body unto God] In one bodye... 
unto God, Coy. Test. ; in 0 bodi to god, 
WIct., RHEM.: unto God in one body, 
AvTH. and the remaining Vv. 

17. And He came and] And he 


comynge, Wict., Cov. Test.; and 
comming he, RHEM.; and came. and, 
AvTH. and the remaining Vv. 
And peace to] And *to, AUTH. 

18. Since] For, AuTH. and all the 
other Vv. Both in one Spirit] So 
RuHEM.: both...by one Spirit, AUTH., 
and similarly, as to order, all the re- 
maining Vv. The only two Vv. that 
adopt the translation ‘by’ are GEN. 
and AUTH., all the rest more correctly 
adopt ‘in.’ Our admission] An 
access, AUTH.; nyg comynge, WIOL.; 
an open waye in, TYND.; intraunce, 
Cov.; an intr., Cov. Test., CRAN., 
GEN., BIsH. ; accesse, RHEM. 

19. So then] Therfor now, WIOL. ; 
therfor, Cov. Test.; novu then, RHEM. ; 
now therefore, AUTH. and remaining 
Vv. Strangers and sojowrners] 
Gestis and straungers, WicL., Cov. 
(both) ; str. and foreigners, AUTH. and 
all other Vv. But ye are] So 
Cov. Test., WicL., RHEM. (you); *but, 
Avr. and all other Vv. 

20. Built up] Aboue bildid, WIct. ; 
buylded, Cov. (both); built, RHEM.; 
and are built, AUTH. and the other Vv.. 

a1. All the building].So AuTH., 
GEN., BisH.; eche bildynge, WIcu.; 
every bildynge, TrND., Cov. (both); 
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groweth unto an holy temple in the Lord; in whom ye 22 
also are builded together for an habitation of God in the 


Spirit. 


For this cause I Paul, the prisoner of Christ Jesus for III. 
you Gentiles,—if indeed ye have heard of the dispensation 2 
of the grace of God which was given me to you-ward; how 3 
that BY REVELATION the mystery was made known to me, 
as I have before written in few words; in accordance with 4 
which, when ye read, ye can perceive my understanding 
in the mystery of Christ, which in other generations was 5 
not made known to the sons of men, as it hath now been 
revealed to His holy apostles and prophets by the Spirit; 
to wit, that the Gentiles are fellow-heirs, and of the same 6 


what buyldyng soeuer, CRAN.; al 
butlding, RHEM.; see notes. 
Being filly) Fitly, Auts. 

22. Yealso] You also, AUTH. 
‘In the Spirit] So Tynp., Cov. ; tn the 
hooli gooste, Wich., Cov. Test., CRAN. 
(thorow), RHEM.: through the Sp., 
AUTH., Bisu.; by the Sp., GEN. 


CHapTer III. 1. Christ Jesus] So 
Wicui.; Jesus Christ, AuTH. and all 
the other Vv., but without any differ- 
ence of reading in the Rec. Text. 

2. If indeed] If, AvutH., TYND., 
CRAN., GEN., BisH.; «tf netheless, 
WICL.; accordinge as, Cov.; yf so be 
yet that, Cov. Test. ; of yet, RHEM. 
Which, &c.] It is nearly impossible 
(without paraphrase) to imply that 
‘which’ refers to ‘grace.’ In the 
edition of 1611 ‘God’ was followed 
by a comma. Was giren] Is 
given, AUTH. and all the other Vv. 

3. The mystery, &c.] *He made 
known unto me the mystery, AUTH. 
Have before written] Wrote afore, 
AoTH., Cov. Test., CRAN., BISH.; 
aboue wrote, WICL.; wrote above, TYND., 
Cov., GEN.; haue vvritten before, RHEM. 

4. In accordance with which] Aas, 
Wio1.; like as, Cov. Teat.; according 


as, RHEM.; whereby, AUTH. and the 
remaining Vv. Can] May, AUTH. 
and all the other Vv., but not cor- 
rectly; the rule apparently being, ‘may 
et can potentiam innuunt, cum hoc | 
tamen discrimine, may et might vel de 
jure vel saltem de rei possibilitate di- 
cuntur, at can et could de viribus a- 
gentis;’ Wallis, Gramm. Angl. p. 107. 
Perceive my understanding] So Cov.: 
understand my knowledge, AUTH, 
CRAN., BIsH.; knowe myne vnder- 
stondynge, TYND., GEN.; vndurstonde 
my prudence, Wi0L., Cov. Test. ; und. 
my vvisedom, RHEM. 

5. Other generations] So WIct., 
Cov. Test., RHEM.: other ages, AUTH., 
GEN., BIsH.; tymes passed, TyYND., 
Cov. (past), CRAN. It hath now 
been] Jt is now, AUTH. and the other 
Vv. except RHEM., novv tts. This 
is a case where the strict translation 
cannot be maintained: in English the 
aorist has no connexion with pres. 
time (Latham, Eng. Lang. § 579), and 
therefore cannot here properly be con- 
nected with viv; in Greek this is pos- 
sible, from the greater temporal lati- 
tude of the tense; comp. notes on 
1 Tim. v. 15 (Transl.). . 

6. To wit, that] Similarly Cov., 
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body, and joint-partakers of the promise, in Christ Jesus, 
7 through the Gospel; whereof I became a minister, ac- 
cording to the gift of the grace of God, which was given 


8 to me according to the operation of His power. 


To me, 


who am less than the least of all saints, was this grace 
given,—to preach among the Gentiles the unsearchable 

g riches of Christ, and to make all men see what is the dis- 
pensation of the mystery, which from the ages hath been 

10 hid in God, who created ALL THINGS; to the intent that 
now to the Principalities and the Powers in the heavenly 
regions might be made known through the church the 

11 manifold wisdom of God, according to the purpose of the 


namely, that; how y*, Cov. Test.: 
that, AUTH. and the remaining Vv. 
except RHEM. (which is excessively 
harsh), the Gentils to be. Are} 
So Wict., Cov. Test.: should be, 
AUTH, and the remaining Vv. except 
RHEM., to be; see above. Joint- 
partakers] Sim. Cov. Test., lyke par- 
takers: parteneris to gidre, WICL.; 
comparticipant, RHEM.; partakers, 
AUTH. and the remaining Vv. 

The promise] *His promise, AUTH. 
Christ Jesus] *Christ, AUTH. 
Through] So Cov. Test.: by the meanes 
of, TynD., CRAN.; by, AUTH. and the 
remaining Vv. 

7. I became] I was made, AUTH., 
Bisu.; J am made, WIL. and all the 
remaining Vv. Which was 
given] Whiche is gouun, WI0L., Cov. 
(both), Cran., Biso., RHEM.; given, 
AvTH. and the remaining Vv. 
According to (2)] So Cov., RHEM.: by, 
AvTH., WIOL.; thorow, TYND., GEN.; 
after, Cov. Test., CRAN., BisH. 
Operation] So RuEm.: effectual work- 
ing, AUTH. ; worchynge, WICL. and all 
the remaining Vv. This word is al- 
ways difficult to translate: ‘effec- 
tual working’ is perhaps too strong; 
‘working’ alone is appy. too weak. 
Perhaps the term in the text as mark- 


. AUTH. and the other Vv. 


ing @ more formal nature of working 
is slightly preferable; comp. notes on 
2 Thess. ii. 11, where however the 
present translation would seem less 
suitable. 

8. Was] Is, AUTH. and all the 
other Vv. To preach} So WIct., 
Cov. Test. ; to euangelize, RHEM.: that 
I should preach, AuTH. and all the 
remaining Vv. The change is made 
to preserve a similar translation of 
the two infinitives ; see Scholef. Hinés, 
p. 100. 

9. Dispensation] * Fellowship, AUTH. 
From the ages] Fro worldis, Wict., 
RHEM.; sence the worlde beganne, Cov. 
Test.; from the beginning of the world, 
AW 
things] *All things by J.C., AUTH. 

10. The powers] Powers, AUTH. 
and the other Vv. except WICL., 
RHEM., potestatis, The heavenly 
regions] Heavenly places, AUTH., GEN. ; 
heuenli thingis, Wiot., Cov. Test., 
CRAN., BisH.; heven, Trynp., Cov.; 
the celestials, RHEM. Might be 
made known] Might be known, AutH. 
and the other Vv. except Wict., be 
knowun, and RHEM., may be notified. 
Through] By, AUTH. and all the other 
Vv. 

it, Purpose of the ages] Eternal 


Cap. III, 7—18. 


ages which he made in Christ Jesus our Lord; in whom 
we have our boldness and our admission, in confidence, 
through the faith in Him. Wherefore I entreat you not 
to lose heart in my tribulations for you, seeing it is your 
glory. 

For this cause I bow my knees unto the Father, from 
whom every race in heaven and on earth is thus named, 
that He would grant you, according to the riches of His 
glory, to be strengthened with might through His Spirit 
in the inner man, so that Christ may dwell in your hearts 
by faith,—ye having been rooted and grounded in love,— 
that ye may be fully able to comprehend with all saints 
what ts the breadth, and length, and depth, and height, 
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13 


purpose, AUTH. and the other Vv. ex- 
cept WICL., bifor ordenaunce of worldis, 
and RHEM., prefinition of worldes. 
Made] So Wict., RHEM.; purposed, 
Avura., TYND.; wrought, CRaN., GEN., 
BrsH.; hath shewed, Cov. (both). 

12. Have our boldness] Have bold- 

ness, AUTH., Cov., CRAN., GEN., 
BisH.; han trist, Wict., Cov. Test., 
are bolde, TYND.; haue afiance, RHEM, 
And our admission] And access, AUTH., 
RHEM.; and nyg comynge, WICL.; to 
drawe nye, TYND.; and tntraunce, 
Cov. (both), Cran., GrN., BIsH. 
In confidence} So, as regards the prep., 
Wiot., Cov. (both), Biso., RHEmM.: 
with, AuTH., CRAN., GEN. The words 
Thy xpocaywyhy dy weradhoe are 
joined together by TYND. and appy. 
all the Vv. except WIcL., and AUTH. 
(ed. 1611). 

13. JI entreat you, &.] I desire 
that ye (you, Rum.) faint not, AUTH. 
aud the remaining Vv. except WIOL., 
I axe: that ye faile not. Seeing 
it ts] Which is, AuTH. and all the 
other Vv. 

14. The Father] The Father *%of 
our Lord Jesus Christ, AUTH. 

1g, From] Of, Autm. and the other 


Vv. except Tynp., Cov., CRaN., which 
paraphrase. Every race] The whole 
family, AuTH., GEN. ; eche fadirheed, 
WioL. ; al fatherhode, Cov. Test. ; all 
that ys called father, TYND., Cov., 
CRAN.; al the familie, BisH.; al pa- 
ternitie, RuzM. On the difficulty of 
properly translating this clause, see 
Trench on Auth, Ver. ch. 11. p. 26 
(ed. 2). And on earth] And 
earth, AUTH, Ie thus named} 
Ie named, AutH. The word thus is 
introduced only to make the parono- 
masia in the original a little more 
apparent. 

16. Through] By, AUTH. and all the 
other Vv. In the inner man] In 
the former edd. ‘into’ was adopted, 
as designed to mark that inflowing of 
spiritual strength which is so clearly 
implied in the original. It seems how- 
ever oontrary to the idiom of our 
language, and so has been altered. 

17, So that] That, AuTH. and the 
other Vv. except Rumm., Chr. to dvuvel, 

18. Ye having been...that ye] That 
ye, WIoL., Rum. (you); that ye (you, 
Cov. Test.) being, AUTH. and the re- 
maining Vv. May be 
Sully able to] May be able to, AvTH., 
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19 and to know the love of Christ which passeth knowledge, 
that ye may be filled up to all the fulness of God. 


20 


Now to Him that is able to do beyond all things, 


abundantly beyond what we ask or think, according to 
2i the power that worketh in us, to Him be glory in the 
church, and in Christ Jesus, to all the eon of the 


age of the ages. Amen. 


IV. 


I exhort you therefore, I the prisoner in the Lord, that 


ye walk worthy of the calling wherewith ye were called, 
2 with all lowliness and meekness, with longsuffering, for- 
3 bearing one another in love; giving diligence to keep the 


4 unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace. 


Cov., GEn., RHEM.; moun, WICL., 
Cov. Test. ; myght be able to, TYND., 
Cran., BisH. 

19. May] So Cov. (both), Gen: 
RHeEM.: might, AutH., TYND., CRAN., 
BIsH. ; omitted by Wicu. The change 
is made to avoid the violation of the 
law of ‘the succession of tenses ;’ see 
Latham, Engl. Lang. § 616. 

Up to] In, Wict.; into, Cov. Test. ; 
unto, RHEM.; with, AUTH. and the 
remaining Vv. 

20. Beyond all things, &c.] Alle 
thingis more plenteuousli (abundauntly, 
Cov. Test., REM.) thanne, WICL. ; 
exceeding abundantly above all that, 
AUTH. and the other Vv. 

a1. Andin Chr. Jes. |So WICL., Cov. 
Test., RuxeM.: “by Chr. Jes., AUTH. 
(Jes. Chr., TYND., CRAN.), GEN., BISH.; 
which isin Chr. Jes.,Cov. . Toall the 
generations, &c.] Throughout all ages, 
aorld without end, AUTH., BISH.; i 
to alle the generaciouns of the worldis, 
WIoL.; thorawout all gen. from tyme 
to tyme, TYND., CRAN.; at all tymes 
for euer and euer, Cov.; into all gen. 
of the worlde of worldes, Cov, Test. ; 
throughout all gen. for ever, GEN.; 
wnto al gen. vuorld vvithout end, RHEM. 


. Cuaptge IV. 1. J exhort you, &c.] 


There 1g one 


I therefore the prisoner...beseech you 
that, AUTH., and in similar order all 
the other Vv. It seems however de- 
sirable to maintain the emphatic col- 
location (‘ad excitandum affectum, 
quo sit efficacior exhortatio,’ Est.) of 
the original. There is some variation 
in the translation of rapaxaXG. The 
translation in the text is found in 
Tyrnp., Cov., CRaNn., BISH.: beseech, 
AutH., Wict., Cov. Test., RHEM. ; 
praye, GEN. In the Lord] So 
Cov. (both), GEN., BrsH., RHEM. (our 
L.); of the Lord, Autu.; of the Lordes, 
Cran.; for the lord, Wict.; for the 
lordes sake, TYND. Calling] 
So WICL. (clepynge), Cov. (both): voca- 
tion, AUTH. and the remaining Vv. 
Were called] Are called, AUTH. and all 
the other Vv. 

3. Giving diligence] Sim. TyYnp., 
Cran.; bisie, WIcL.; beynge carefull, 
Cov. Test.; careful, RHEM.; endea- 
vouring, AUTH., GEN., BisH. The 
present current use of the verb ‘en- 
deavour’ seems to fall so short of the 
real meaning of crovddfew as to war- 
rant the change in the text, as more 
clearly indicative of the orové} and 
zeal that was evinced in the matter; 
see Trench on Auth. Ver. ch. IIl. p. 43.. 

4. There is, &.] It can scarcely be 
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body, and one Spirit, even as ye were called in one hope 
of your calling; one Lord, one faith, one baptism; one 
God and Father of all, who ¢s over all, and through all, 
and in all. 

But to each one of us the grace which he has was 
given according to the measure of the gift of Chmst. 
Wherefore He saith, When He ascended on high, He led 
captivity captive, He gave gifts to men. Now that He 
ascended, what doth it imply but that He also descended 
into the lower parts of the earth? HE THAT DESCENDED, 
He it is that ascended above all the heavens, that He 
might fill all things. And Himself gave some to be 
Apostles; and some, Prophets; and some, Evangelists; 
and some, Pastors and Teachers; with a view to the per- 
fecting of the saints, for the work of ministration, for the 
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Nor 


ae | 


II 


12 


doubted that the Aura. is right in 
retaining (after GEN.) this assertory 
form. Some of the older Vv., WICL., 
Cov. (both), BisH., RHEM., supply no- 
thing; others, TyND., CRAN., supply the 
participle beynge ; both of which forms 
fail to convey the force of the original ; 
see notes. Were called] Are 
called, AUTH. and all the other Vv. 

6. Over) So RuEm.: above, AUTH. 
and all the remaining Vv. 

In all] In *you all, AUTH. 

7. Each one] Sim. Wiot., eche: 
every one, AUTH. and the remaining 
Vv. This change seems desirable to 
avoid a confusion with the usual trans- 
lation of raprl. The grace 
which, &c.] Je given grace, AUTH. and 
the other Vv. except WIOL., grace is 
gouun, 

8. Ascended] Ascended up, AUTH. 
He gave] *And gave, AUTH. 

9. What doth tt imply] What is it? 
Auts., Wiot., Cov. (both), Gen., 
BisH., RHEM.; what meaneth it? TYnp., 
Cran, Descended] Descended 
“fret, AUTH. 

10. He tt ts] So WroL. : ts the same 


also, AUTH. ; the same ts he...also, Cov. 
Test. ; the same ts also he, RHEM.; t8 
even the same also, TYND., CRAN., 
BIsH.; ts ewen the same, Cov., GEN. 
Ascended] Ascended up, AUTH. 

Above} So Cov. (hoth), CRAN., RHEM.: 
far above, AUTH. The heavens] 
So Cov. Test., RHEM.: heavens, AUTH. 
and the remaining Vv. 

11, And Himself] And he, AUTH, 

Wion., Cov. Test., BIsH., RHEM. ; 
and the very same, TYND., CRAN. ; and 
y same, Cov.; he therefore, GEN. 
To be Apostles] So Cov., GEN.: Apostles, 
AvuTH. and the remaining Vv. The 
insertion of the words in italics seems 
necessary to make the sense perfectly 
clear. 

12. With a view to] For, AUTH., 
Cov. Test., GEN.; to, WicL., CRAN., 
BisH., Roem. The two remaining Vv., 
Tyrnp. and Cov., here paraphrase. 

Of ministration] So BisH., and sim. 
Cov. Test., of the ministration: of 
the ministry, AutH., GEN., RHEY. ; 
of mynystert, WioL.; and minystra- 
cyon, CRan. Tynp. and Cov. para- 
phrase. The building up] 
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13 building up of the body of Christ; till we all arrive at 
the unity of the faith and of the full knowledge of the 
Son of God, unto a full-grown man, unto the measure of 

14 the stature of the fulness of Christ: that we may no 
longer be children, tossed to and fro and borne about by 
every wind of doctrine, in the sleight of men, in crafti- 

15 ness tending to the settled system of Error; but holding 
the truth may in love grow up into Him in all things, 

16 which is the head, even CHRIST: from whom the whole 
body being fitly framed together and compacted by means 


The edifying, AvuTH. and the other 
Vv. except WIOL., edificacioun, and 
GEN. the edification. This translation 
is perhaps slightly preferable to that 
of AUTH. and to that adopted in ed. 1 
(‘edification’), as both verb and sub- 
stantive are now commonly associated 
with what is simply instructive or tm- 
proving, without necessarily suggest- 
ing the wider sense which seems to 
prevail in the present passage. The 
article is required by the principles of 
English idiom, though confessedly 
thus not in exact harmony with the 
Greek. 

13. All arrive at] All comein, AUTH.; 

ennen alle in to, Wicu.; all come 
unto, Cov., (into) Cov. Test., (to) 
CRAN. ; all mete together in, GEN., (in- 
to) BisH.; meete al intv, RokM. TyYND., 
inverting the order, every one (in the 
wnitie...) growe vp unto, &. 
The full knowledge] The knowledge, 
AUvTH.: all the other Vv. omit the 
article. Full-grown) Perfect, 
AurH. and all the other Vv. 

14. May no longer be] Henceforth 
be no more, AUTH. Borne about 
by] Borun aboute with, Wic.; caryed 
with, TYND.; carried about with, AUTH. 
and the remaining Vv. In...in] 
So Wict., Cov. Test., BisH., RHEM.: 
by...and, AUTH., TYND.; thorow...and, 
Cov. ; by...thorow, CRAN. 


Craftiness] So all Vv. except the fol- 
lowing: cunning c., AUTH.; sutil witte, 
WIOCL.; sutylte, Cov. Test. 

Tending, &c.] Whereby they lie in wait 
to deceive, AUTH., GEN.; to the dis- 
ceyuynge of errour, WicL.; wherby 
they laye a wayte for va to deceave va, 
TyYND., Cov., CRAN.; to the deceatful- 
nes of erroure, Cov. Test.; to the laye- 
ing wayte of deceipt, BisH.; to the 
curcumuention of errour, RHEM. It is 
by no means easy to devise a literal 
and at the same time perfectly intel- 
ligible translation of the last clause of 
this verse. The difficulty lies mainly 
in the brief and almost elliptical form 
of expression introduced by the prep.: 
of the translations that have hitherto 
been proposed, that in the text, or 
‘furthering, promoting the system, 
éc.’ (but see notes on Phil. iv. 17, 
Tranal.), or more simply, ‘with a view 
to the system, déc.,’ seems the most 
suitable. 

15. Holding the truth] Speaking the 
truth, AuTH.; do we truthe...... and, 
Wiot.; let va folowe the trueth...and, 
Tywnp., Cov., CRaN., GEN.; perfourm- 
ynge the truth, Cov. Test.; folowing 
trueth, BisH.; doing the truth, RHEM. 
May in love] In love, may, AUTH. 

16. Being fitly framed together] Fitly 
joined together, AUTH. It seems de- 
sirable to retain the same translation 
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of every joint of the spiritual supply, according to active 
working in the measure of each single part, promoteth 
the increase of the body for the building up of itself in 


love. 


This then I say, and testify in the Lord, that ye must 17 
no longer walk as the Gentiles also walk, in the vanity of 
their mind, being darkened in their understanding, 18 


here and in ch. ii. 31. Compacted | 
So AuTH. The translation of several 
of the older Vv., knet togedder (TYND., 
Cov. Test., Cran., GEN., BrsH.), is 
not unsatisfactory ; ‘compacted’ how- 
ever has the advantage of preserving 
the ovv in each verb without repeti- 
tion, otherwise ‘knit together’ would 
perhaps have been a more genuinely 
English translation. By means 
of, &c.] By that which every joint sup- 
plieth, AuTH.; bi eche toynture of 
endir seruynge, WICL.; in every toint 
wherwith one ministreth to another, 
TYND., and similarly Cran. (thorow 
out euery, &c.); thorow out all y* ioyntes. 
Wherby one mynistreth vento another, 
Cov. ; thorowe out euery joynt of sub- 
ninistration, Cov. Test.; by euerie 
joynt, for the furniture thereof, GEN. ; 
by euery joynt, yeeldyng nourishment, 
Bisu.; by al tuncture of subministra- 
tion, RHEM. Active working] 
The effectual working, AUTH. ; worch- 
ynge, WI0L.; the operacion, TYND., 
Cov. (both), CRAN., RHEM.; the effectual 
power, GEN., BisH. The addition of 
the epithet ‘active’ or ‘vital,’ Alf.,— 
if in italics (see notes on ch. iii. 7, and 
on 2 Thess. ii. 11), may perhaps here 
be rightly admitted as serving slightly 
to clear up the meaning. 

Each single] Sim. W10L., eche: every, 
AUTH. and all the remaining Vv. ; see 
notes on verse 7. Promoteth 
the increase] Maketh increase, AUTH., 
Cov. Test., BisH. ; makith encreesynge, 
WIcL.; receiueth increase, GEN.; 


maketh the increase, RHEM.; TYND., 
Coy., CraN., slightly paraphrase. The 
more modern term ‘promoteth,’ seems 
admissible as both literal and also 
tending to clear up the sense. 

For the building up} Unto the edifying, 
AutTH. It seems desirable, for the sake 
of uniformity, to preserve the same 
translation as in ver. 12; the simplest 
(paraphrastic) translation would be 
‘so as to build itself up in love.’ 

17. This then I say] This I say 
therefore, AuTH. and the other Vv. 
except WiocL., therfor I seie, and 
RHEM., this therfore I say. The re- 
sumptive character of the address is 
appy. here best preserved by the more 
literal translation of of»; comp. notes 
on x Tim. ii. 1. Ye must no 
longer walk] Ye henceforth walk not, 
AvTH., TYND., CRAN., GEN., BIsH.; 
ye walke not now, WioL., Cov. Test. ; 
ye walke nomore, Cov. ; novv you vralke 
not, RHEM. The Gentiles] So 
RHEM.: The “other Gentiles, AUTH. 
Also walk] Sim. Cov. Test., also do 
awalke: walk, AUTH. and the other 
Vv. except RHEM., which inserts also, 
but before the Gentiles. 

18. Being darkened in their 
understanding] Having the under- 
standing darkened, AvutuH.; that han 
rndirstondynge derkned with derk- 
nessis, WI0L.; blynded in their vnd., 
TyYNnpv., Cov.; hauynge an und. blynded 
through darknesse, Cov. Test.; whyle 
they are blynded in their vnd., CRAN.; 
hauing their cogitation darkened, GEN. ; 
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alienated from the life of God because of the ignorance 
that is in them, because of the hardness of their heart: 

1g who as men past feeling have given THEMSELVES over 
unto Wantonness, for the working of all manner of un- 


20 cleanness in greediness. 


But YE did not so learn Christ; 


21 if indeed ye heard Him and were taught in HIM, as is 
22 truth in Jesus, that ye must put off, as concerns your 

former conversation, the old man, which waxeth corrupt 
23 according to the lusts of Deceit, and rather become re- 


darkened in cogitation, BisH.; hauing 
their und, obscured vvith darkenes, 
RHEM. 

Alienated] Being alienated, AUTH. 
On account of the absence of dvres in 
the second member, it seems best to 
omit the part. of the verb substantive. 
Because of (1)] Through, AUTH. 
Hardness] So Grn.: Windness, AUTH. 
and remaining Vv.; see Trench on 
Auth. Ver. ch. VII. p. 117. 

19. Who as men] Who being, 
AUTH., and sim., as to the translation 
of ofrwes, all the other Vv. 
Wantonness] So Trynp., Cov., CRAN., 
GEN., BisH.: lasciviousness, AUTH.; 
onchastite, WI0L.; vnclennesse, Cov. 
Test.; impudicitie. Ruzm. The ar- 
ticle joined with it tends almost to 
personify it, hence the capital in the 
Text. For the working of ] 
Sim. WICL., in to the worchynge of ; 
in the workynge of, Cov. Test.; unto 
the operation of, RHEM.: to work, 
AUTH. and the remaining Vv. 

All manner of] So Tyrnv., Cov., 
Cran.: all, AUTH. and the remaining 
Vv.; see notes on ver. 31. 

Uncleanness| So all Vv. except Cov. 
Test., fylthynesse. In 
greediness| In coueitise. Wich.; unto 
gr., Cov. Test.; unto auarice, RHEM.; 
with greediness, AUTH., BisH.; even 
with gr., TYND. and remaining Vv. 
This translation of rAeovetla may be 
retained if qualified by the remarks in 


loc., and not understood as indicating 
a mere general dyerpla. The true 
idea of rAeovetla is ‘amor habendi:’ 
the objects to which it is directed 
will be defined by the context. 

20. Did not so learn] Have not so 
learned, AUTH. and all the other Vv. 

a1. Ifindeed] If 80 be that, AUTH., 
Cov., CRAN., Bisu. ; if netheles, WICL.; 
if so be, TYND., GEN.; yf 80 be yet that, 
Cov. Test.; if yet, RHEM. 

Heard] So Wict.: have heard, AUTH. 
and all the remaining Vv. 

Were taught in Him] Have been taught 
by him, AUTH., GEN.; ben taugte in 
hym, Wict., Tynp., Cov.; be instructe 
in hym, Cov. Test.; haue bene taught 
tn him, CRAN. and the remaining Vv. 
As ws truth] So WIcL.: even as the 
tr, 18, TYND., Cov.; as the truth ia, 
AUTH. and the remaining Vv. 

22. That ye must] That ye, AUTH. 

As concerns your} Concerning the, 
AUTH. Waxeth corrupt] 
Is corrupt, AUTH. and the other Vv. 
except Cov., marreth himselfe, and 
RHEM., is corrupted. 
Lusts of Deceit] Decettful lusts, AUTH. ; 
desiris of errour, WIcL., RHEM.; de- 
ceavable lustes, TYND., Cov., CRAN., 
GEN.; lustes of erroure, Cov. Test., 
BIsH. 

23. And rather] And, AUTH. 
Become renewed| Be renewed, AUTH. 
This change is made as an attempt to 
express the contrast between the pres. 
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newed by the Spirit of your mind, and put on the new 24 
man, which after God’s image hath been created in righte- 


ousness and holiness of Truth. 


Wherefore, having put away Falsehood, speak truth 25 
each man with his neighbour; because we are members 


one of another, 


Be angry, and sin not: let not the sun 


26 


go down upon your angered mood; nor yet give place to 27 


the devil. 


Let the stealer steal no more: but rather let 28 


him labour, working with his own hands the thing that 


dvaveodcOa: and the aor. évdicacGat. 
By the Spirit] In the spirit, AuTH. and 
all the other Vv. 

24. And put on) So Cov. (both), 
GEN.: and that ye pul on, AUTH. 
After God's image] Sim. TyND., after 
the ymage of God: after God, AUTH. 
and the other Vv. except RHEM., ac- 
cording to God. The order of the 
Greek rdv xara Oedv xrio@. is simi- 
larly retained by all the Vv. except 
Wict., Cov. (both) It may be ob- 
served that the transl. of RHEM., ‘ac- 
cording to,’ has the advantage of pre- 
serving the antithesis xara ras éxc0. 
K.7.A. (ver. 23), and xara Oedy, but 
fails in bringing out clearly the great 
doctrinal truth appy. implied in the 
latter words. Hath been 
created] Is created, AUTH. and (as to 
the auxiliary) all the other Vv. The 
transl. ‘hath been,’ is perhaps here 
slightly preferable to ‘was,’ as the 
latter tends to throw the «riots fur- 
ther back than is actually intended ; 
the ref. being to the new «rics in 
Christ. Holiness of 
Truth} So Wict., Cov. Test., Bisx., 
and sim. RHEM. (the tr.): true holi- 
ness, AUTH. and the remaining Vv. 
except Cov., where it is more cor- 
rectly, true righteousnes and holynes. 

25. Having put away) Putting 
away, AUTH. False- 
hood] Lying, Aut. and the other 


Vv. (lesynge, WIcL.). 


Truth each man} So WI0L.; the truth 
euery man, Cov. Test.; truth euery 
one, RHEM.; euery man the trueth, 
Cov.; every man truth, AUTH. and the 
remaining Vv. Because] 
So Cov. Test., Rurm.; for, AuTH., 
WICcL., GEN.; for as moche as, TYND., 
Cov., CRAN., BIsH. 

26. Be angry] So Tynp., Cov., 
Cran., GEN., RHEM.; be ye angry, 
AvutH., Cov. Test., Bisu.; be ye 
wrooth, WICL. Angered 
mood} Wrath, AuTH,. and all the other 
Vv. except RaHEM., anger. The 
change may perhaps be considered 
scarcely necessary, as the expression 
has become so familiar: still wapop- 
y:opbs, ‘exacerbatio,’ ‘exasperation,’ 
cannot strictly be translated ‘ wrath.’ 

27. Nor yet] *Neither, AUTH.: see 
notes on 1 Thess. ii. 3 (Transi.). 

28. The stealer] Him that stole, 
AvutH., TYND., CRAN., GEN., BISH.; 
he that stal, WicL., RHEM.; he that 
hath stollen, Cov.; he y’ dyd steal., 
Cov. Test. The AUTH. in ver. 29 
supplies a precedent for this idiomatic 
translation of the present part. with 
the article. His own) 
His, AuTH. and all the other Vv. 

The thing that ts good] The thing which 
is g., AUTH., CRAN., GEN., BIS8H.; 
that that is g., WIOL.; some g. thinge, 
TYND.; some good, Cov.; that whych 
is g., Cov. Test., Ruzm. The slight 
change to ‘that’ is perhaps more cri- 
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is good, that he may have whereof to give to him that 
ag needeth. Let no corrupt speech proceed out of your 
mouth, but whatever is good for edification of the need, 
3o that it may minister a blessing to the hearers; and grieve 
not the holy Spirit of God, in whom ye were sealed for 


31 the day of redemption. 


Let all bitterness, and wrath, 


and anger, and clamour, and evil speaking, be put away 


32 from you, with all malice; 


tically exact; see Brown, Gram. of 
Gramm. Il. §, p. 293, and notes on 
ch. i. 23. Have whereof 
to give] So Cov. Test., and very sim. 
Wict., h. wherof he schal geue, and 
RHEM., h. vvhence to giue: geue, CRAN., 
Bisg.; have to give, AUTH. and re- 
maining Vv. The slight change is 
made for the sake of preserving the 
idea of ‘sharing’ or ‘impartihg’ appa- 
rently conveyed by the compound 
verb. 

29. Speech] So RuEM.; word, 
WICL.: communication, AUTH. and 
the remaining Vv. — Whatever 
is] If ony is, WicL.; yf ony be, Cov. 
Test.; if there be any, RHEM.; that 
which 1s, AUTH. and the remaining 
Vv. For edification 
of the need] To the use of edifying, 
AuTH., GEN.; to edefye with all, when 
(as oft as, CRAN.) nede ys, TYND., 
Cov., BisH. On the difficulty of pro- 
perly translating these words, see 
Trench on Auth. Ver. ch. X. p. 178. 
Minister a blessing to] Geue grace to, 
Wict., Cov. Test., RHEM.; have fa- 
veour with, TYND.; be gracious to, 
Cov.; minister grace unto, AUTH. and 
remaining Vv. 

30. Inwhom]Sim. Wiot., RHeEm., 
in whiche: whereby, AUTH. ; by whome, 
TYND., CRAN., GEN., BIsH. ; wherwith, 
Cov.; where in, Cov. Test. 

Were] Are, AutH. and all the other 
Vv. For the] 
Unto the, AuTH. and all the other 
Vv. except WICL., in the, and Cov. 


but become kind one to an- 


Test., agaynst the. 

31. All bitterness] So AutH. It 
is not always desirable to preserve the 
more literal transl. of rds (‘all manner 
of’), esp. when it is prefixed to more 
than one abstract substantive, as it 
tends to load the sentence without 
being much more expressive. When 
the adj. follows, as in ver. 19, the 
longer translation will often be found 
more admissible. Wrath] So 
AvurTH., Wict., Cov. Test.: fearsness, 
Tyrnp., Cov., CRAN., BISH.; anger, 
GEN., RoEeM. The translation may 
be retained, whenever Ouuds and dpyh 
occur together, as sufficiently exact, 
provided that. by ‘wrath’ we under- 
stand rather the outbreak (‘excandes- 
centia,’ Cicero, Tusc. Disput. Iv. 9), 
by ‘anger’ the more settled and abid- 
ing habit. It is perhaps doubtful 
whether ‘wrath’ does not imply a 
greater permanence than 6Ouu5s; see 
Cogan on the Passions, I. 1. 2. 3, p. 
Itz; still as Ouuds is several times 
ascribed to God as well as to man, 
the above seems generally the most 
proper and satisfactory translation. 
Malice] So Autu., Wict., Cov. Test., 
RuHEM.: naughtinesse, BisH.; malici- 
ousness, TYND. and the remaining Vv. 
As xaxla points rather to the evil 
habit of the mind, as distinguished 
from mwovnpla, the outcoming of the 
same (Trench, Synon. § 11),—‘ma- 
lice,’ which is defined by Crabb (Syn- 
on. s.v.) as ‘the essence of badness 
lying in the heart,’ would appear a 
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other, tender-hearted, forgiving one another, even as God 


also in Christ forgave you. 


Become then followers of God, as beloved children; V. 
and walk in love, even as Chnist also loved us, and gave 2 
Himself for us, an offering and a sacrifice to God, for a 


savour of sweet smell. 


But fornication, and all manner of uncleanness or 3 
covetousness, let it not be even named among you, as be- 
cometh saints; and mo filthiness, and foolish talking or 4 
jesting,—things which are unbecoming,—but rather giving 


correct translation; see Cogan on the 
Passions, I, 3. 2. 1, p. 159. 

32. But] So Cov. (both): and, 

Auts., Wict., RHEM.; omitted by 
Tynpv., Cran., GEN., BISH. 
Become] Be ye, AvuTH. and all the 
other Vv. (om. ye, Cov. Test., RHEM.) ; 
corresponding to dpAjrw dd’ vpdr, 
ver. 31. God also] 
So Cov. Test.; also God, WICcL., 
RuHEM.; God, AUTH. and the remain- 
ing Vv. In Christ] 
So WIct., Cov. (both), RHEM.; for 
Christ’s sake, AUTH. and the remain- 
ing Vv. Forgave] So 
Wict., Tynp., Gen.: hath forgiven, 
AvtH. and the remaining Vv. except 
RHEM., hath pardoned. The aorist 
seems more exact, as pointing to the 
past act of God’s mercy and forgive- 
ness displayed in ‘Christ,’ te. in 
giving Him to die for the sins of the 
world. 


CHAPTER V. 1. Become then] Be ye 
therefore, AUTH. (be ye...therfore, Cov.) 
and the other Vv. except WICL., 
therfor be ye. TYND. leaves the of 
untranslated. The more literal transl. 
of ylyecGe might perhaps be here dis- 
pensed with, as necessarily involved 
in the action implied in ppyral; as 
however it seems an echo and resump- 
tion of the preceding ylveoGe (ch. iv. 
32), it will be most exact to retain 


this more literal translation. 

Beloved] Moost dereworthe, W1cL.; most 
deare, Cov. Test., RHEM.; dear, AUTH. 
and the remaining Vv. 

2. Even as Christ also] As Chr. 
also, AUTH., RHEM.; as cr., WICL.; 
lyke as Chr., Cov. Test.; even as Ch., 
TYND. and remaining Vv.: see notes 
on 1 Thess. i. 5 (Transl.). 

Loved] So Wict., TYND., Cov., CRAN., 
RaHEM.; hath loved, AUTH. and the 
remaining Vv. Gave] 
So Wio.., Tynp., Cov., CRAN.; de- 
liuered, RuEw.; geuen, Cov. Test.; 
hath given AutTH., GEN., BisH. 

A savour of sweet smell] A sweet smell- 
ing savour, AUTH., GEN., BIsH.; the 
odour of swetnesse, WICL.; a swete 
saver, TYND., Cov., CRAN.; an odoure 
of swetnesse, Cov. Test., RHEM. 

3. All manner of uncleanness) All 
uncleanness, AUTH.; see notes on ch. 
iv. 31 (Transl.). Not be even] 
Not be once, AUTH., CRAN., GEN., 
Bisu.; be not once, TYND. ; not so much 
as be, RHEM. WICL. and Cov. (both) 
leave the xal untranslated. 

4. And no.,.and] Neither...nor, 
Auth. As several MSS., AD'E! FG; 
4 mss.; Vulg., Clarom., al. (Lachm., 
Meyer, al.), read 7...%, it seems desir- 
able to mark in the translation the 
reading adopted. 

Or] Nor, AUTH. Jesting] 
So AuTH. and all the other Vv. ox- 
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For this ye know, being aware that no whore- 


monger, nor unclean person, nor covetous man who is an 
idolater, hath an inheritance in the kingdom of Christ 
6 and God. Let no man deceive you with vain words: for 
because of these sins cometh the wrath of God upon the 


7 sons of disobedience. 


Do not then become partakers 


8 with them. For ye WERE once darkness, but now are ye 
g light in the Lord: walk as children of light,—for the fruit 
of the light zs in all goodness and righteousness and 
TO truth,—proving what is well-pleasing to the Lord. And 
have no fellowship with the unfruitful works of darkness, 

12 but rather even reprove them. For the things which are 
done by them in secret it is a shame even to speak of. 

13 But all these things, when they are reproved, are made 
manifest BY THE LIGHT; for every thing that is made 


cept WIO0L., harlotrie, and RHEM., 
scurrilitie. Things which are 
unbecoming] Which are not convenient, 
AUTH. ; that perteyneth not to profiyt, 
WIOL.; which are not comly, TYND., 
Cov., CRAN., BisH.; which thynges 
pertayne not to the matter, Cov. Test. ; 
which are things not comelie, GEN. ; be- 
tng to no purpose, RHEM. 

5. Ye know, being aware] °Ye 
know, AUTH. An inhe- 
ritance] Any inheritance, AUTH. and 
the other Vv. except Wion., Cov. 
(both), Ruem., which leave the sub- 
stantive without any prefix. 

Of Christ and God] Of Christ and of 
God, AvTH. and all the other Vv. 

6. These sins] These things, AUTH. 
Sons] So Wict.: children, AUTH. and 
the remaining Vv. 

7. Do not then become] Sim. RHEM., 
become not therfore: be not ye therefore, 
AvurtH., Cov. (both), Cran., BIsH. ; 
therfor nyle ye be made, WioL.; be 
not therfore, TrnpD., GEN.: the in- 
sertion of ‘ye’ is not in accordance 
with the original. 

8. Once] So Tynp., GEN.: some- 


times, AUTH., BisH. ; sumtyme, WICL., 
Cov. (both), Caan., RHEM. 

Q. The light] The *Spirit, AuTH. 

10. Well-pleasing] So Wict., Cov. 
Test., RHEM.: acceptable, AUTH., 
BIsH. ; pleasinge, TYND. and the re- 
maining Vv. 

11, But rather even] So BIsH.; 
similarly, but rather awkwardly, GEN., 
but even...rather: but rather, AUTH. 
and remaining Vv. except WICL., but 
more. 

12. For the things, &c.] So, as to 
order, WICL., RHEM.: for it t a 
shame even to speak of those things 
which are done of them in secret, 
AvtTH. and, in similar order, the re- 
maining Vv. 

13. AU these] All, AuTH. 

When they are] So Tynv., Cov., CRAN., 
GEN., BisH.: that are, AUTH., WICL., 
Cov. Test., RHEM. Everything 
that ts made, &c.] whatsoever doth 
make manifest, is light, AUTH.; al 
thing that is schewid: is ligt, WIOL. ; 
whatsoever ts manifest, that same is 
light, Trnv., Cov., CRAN.; euery thynge 
y is manifest, is lyghte, Cov. Test. ; 


CHap. V. 5—23. 


manifest is light. Wherefore He saith, Up! thou that 
sleepest, and arise from the dead, and Christ shall shine 
upon thee. 

Take heed then how ye walk with strictness, not as 
fools, but as wise, buying up for yourselves the oppor- 
tunity, because the days are evil. For this cause do not be- 
come unwise, but understanding what the will of the Lord 
as. And be not made drunk with wine, wherein is disso- 
luteness, but be filled with the Spirit; speaking to one 
another in psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, singing 
and making melody in your heart to the Lord, giving 
thanks always for all things to God and the Father in the 
name of our Lord Jesus Christ, submitting yourselves 
one to another in the fear of Christ. 

Wives, submit yourselves to your own husbands, as 
to the Lord; for a husband is head of his wife, as Christ 
also is head of the church; HE 1s the saviour of the 


tt is light that maketh all things mani- WictL., RHEM., therfor. 
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14 


15 
16 
17 


18 
19 


20 
21 


22 
23 


Do 


fest, GEN.; al that whiche dooth make 
manifest, ts light, Bisu.; al that is 
manifested, ts light, RHEM. 

14. Up!}] So Cov. Test.: rise, 
WIcL., RHEM.; awake, AUTH. and the 
remaining Vv. Shine upon thee} 
Ligine thee, Wiou.; illuminate thee, 
RHEM.: give thee light, AUTH. and re- 
maining Vv. 

15. Take heed] So all the other 
Vv. except WIcL. (se ye), RHEM., 
AUTH., see, How ye} So Cov. 
(both), Cran., Rem. (you), sim. 
WicL. (hou warli ye): that ye, AUTH. 
and the remaining Vv. With 
strictness] Circumspectly, AUTH. and 
the other Vv. except Wict., RHEM., 
warli (vvarily). 

16, Buying up, &c.] Agenbiynge 
tyme, WICL.; and redeme the tyme, 
Cov.; avoydyng occasyon, CRAN.; re- 
deeming the time, AUTH. and remain- 
ing Vv. 

17. For this cause] Wherefore, 
AorTH, and all the other Vv. except 


not become] Sim. RHEM., become not: 
be ye not, AUTH. and the remaining 
Vv. except WICL., nyle ye be made, 
and Cov. (both), be not ye. 

18. Be not made drunk] Nyle ye 
be drunken, WIcL.; be not dronken, 
Cov.; be not ye drunken, Cov. Test.; 
be not drunk, AUTH. and the remain- 
ing Vv. Dissoluteness] Leccherie, 
WICL. ; voluptuousnesse, Cov. Teat.; 
rioteousnes, RHEM.; excess, AUTH. and 
the remaining Vv. 

19. One another) Yourselves, AUTH. 
and all the other Vv. 

a1. Of Christ] Of *God, AuTH. 

a2. Submit yourselves] Italics; but 
not so in AUTH. which adopts the in- 
sertion. 


23. A husband) *The husband, 
AUTH. Head of his] The head 
of the, AUTH. As Christ also} 


As Chr., Wion., Cov. Test., RHEM.; 
euen as Chr. also, Cov.; even as Chr., 
AUTH. and the remaining Vv. 

He is] *And he ts, AUTH. 
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24 body. Nevertheless as the church is subject unto Christ, 
so let the wives also be to their husbands in every thing. 
25 Husbands, love your wives, even as Christ alsoyloved the 
26 church, and gave Himself for it; that He might sanctify 
it, having cleansed it by the laver of the water in the 
27 word, that He might Himself present to Himself the 
church in glorious beauty, not having spot, or wrinkle, or 
any such thing; but that it should be holy and blameless. 
28 Thus ought husbands to love their own wives as being 
their own bodies. He that loveth his own wife loveth 
29 himself. For no man. ever hated his own flesh; but 
nourisheth it and cherisheth it, even as Christ also doth 
go the church: because we are MEMBERS of His body, of His 
31 flesh, and of His bones. For this cause shall a man leave 
father and mother, and shall be joined unto his wife, and 
32 they two shall be one flesh. This mystery is a great one; 


24. Nevertheless] Therefore, AUTH. 
and the other Vv. except Wict., Cov. 
Test., BrsH., RHEM., but. Also 
be] Be, AUTH. Their husbands] 
Their *own husbands, AUTH. 

26. That he might sanctify it, hav- 
ing cleansed it] That he might sanctify 
and cleanse it, AUTH., GEN.; to make 
at holi, and clensid it, WIOL. ; to sancti- 
fie it, and clensed it, TynD., Cov., 
CRAN.; to sanctifie it, when he had 
cleansed [it], Bisu.; that he might 
sanctifie it, cleansing it, Cov. Test, 
RHEM. By the laver of the 
water in the word] So Ruem. (of 
water): with the washing of water by 
the word, AUTH.; with the waischynge 
of watir in the word of lif, WIct.; 
in the fountayne of water thorow the 
worde, TYND., CRAN.; in the f. of w. 
by the worde, Cov.; with the f. of w. in 
the worde of lyfe, Cov. Test.; by the 
washing of water through y° worde, 
GEN. ; in the fountayne of water in the 
woorde, BIsH. 

27. That He might Himself, &c.] 
That he might present “it to (vnto, 


BisH.) himself a glorious Church, 
AUTH.; to geue the chirche glorious to 
him silf, WicL.; to make it vnto him- 
selfe, a glorious congregacion, TYND., 
Cov., CRAN., and sim. Cov. Test., that 
he myght make it, &c. Blameless] 
Without blemish, AuTH.; vndefoulid, 
WicL., Cov. Test.; vnspotted, RHEM. ; 
with out blame, TYND. and the re- 
maining Vv.: see notes on ch. i. 
4 (Transl.). 

28. Thus ought husbands} So ought 
men, AUTH. Own wives...wife] 
AUTH. omits own. As being] 
Euen as, Cov.; as AUTH. and all the 
other Vv. 

29. Ever) So WIcL., RHEM.: ever 
yet, AUTH. and the remaining Vv. ex- 
cept Cov. Test., at ony tyme. 

Christ also, &c.] *The Lord the Church, 
AUTH. 

30. Because] So RuEm.: for, AUTH. 
and the remaining Vv. except WIcL., 
and. 
31. Father] *His father, AuTH. 

32. This: mystery, &c.] This is a 
great mystery, AUTH., Cov. Test.; thes 
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}t however am speaking in reference to Christ and to the 
church. Nevertheless ye also severally, let each one of 33° 
you thus love his own wife as himself; and the wife, let 


her reverence her husband. 


CHILDREN, obey your parents, in the Lord; for this is VI. 


right. 


Honour thy father and thy mother, the which is 2 


the first commandment in regard of promise; that it may 3 
be well with thee, and that thou mayest live long upon the 
earth. And ye fathers, provoke not your children to 4 
wrath; but bring them up in the discipline and admoni- 


tion of the Lord. 


Bond-servants, obey your masters according to the 5 
flesh with fear and trembling, in singleness of your heart, 
as unto Christ; not with eye-service as men-pleasers, but 6 
as bond-servants of Christ; doing the will of God from 


sacrament is greet, WICL.; this ts a 
great secrete, TYND., Cov., CRAN., 
GEN., BisH.; this is a great sacr., 
RHEM. I however am, &c.] Ye 
I sete, Wiou.; but J say, Cov. Test.; 
but I speak, AUTH. and the remaining 
Vv. Jn reference to) Concerning, 
AUTH., GEN.; in, WioL., Cov. Test., 
RuHeEM.; bitwene, Tynv.; of, Cov., 
Cran., GEN., BisH. And to} 
And, AuTtH., Tynp., Cov.; and in, 
Wicu., Cov. Test., RHEM.; and of, 
Cran., Bisg.; and concerning, GEN. 
33. Ye also severally, &c.] Let 
every one of you in particular, AUTH.; 
ye alle, eche man, WIcL.; do ye so 
that every one of you, TYND., Cov., 
CRAN. (om. of you); you also let euery 
one, Cov. Test.; euerie one of you, do 
ye so: let euerte one, GEN., 80 BISH., 
adding of you. The slight asyndeton 
in the original is perhaps best retained. 
Thus love his own wife as] So love 
his wife even as, AUTH. The 
wife, let her reverence] The wife, see 
that she reverence, AUTH.; let the wyfe 
se that she feare, TYND., GEN.; let the 
wyfe feare, Cov. (both), CRan., RHEM.; 


[let] the wyfe reuerence, BIsH. 


CHapTeR VI. 2. Thy mother] So 

Wict., Cov. (both), RHEM.: mother, 
Avrd. and the remaining Vv. 
The which] Which, AuTH., Cov. Test., 
GEN., BisH., RHEM.; that, WICL., 
Tynp., Cov.; the same, CRAN. ; 
In regard of promise] With promise, 
AUTH., GEN.; in biheest, WIcL.; that 
hath eny promes, TYND., Cov.; in the 
promyse, Cov. Test., CRAN., RHEM.; 
in promise, BISH. 

3. And that thou] And thou, AUTH. 
Upon] On, AUTH. 

4. Discipline] So RHEM.; nurture, 
AutH., Tynp., Cov. (both), CRan.; 
techynge, WICL.; instruction, GEN., 
BIsH. 

5. Bond-servants] Servants, AUTH.: 
change to maintain the opposition in 
ver. 8. Obey] So Cov. (both), 
Bisg., and sim. WICL. (obeische ye to): 
be obedient to (al. unto), AUTH. and 
the remaining Vv. Your] Them 
that are your, AUTH. 

6.  Bond-servants] The servants, 
AUTH. From the soul] From 
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+ the soul; with good will doing service, as to the Lord, 

8 and not'to men: seeing ye know that whatsoever good 
thing each man shall do, THIS shall he receive of the 

g Lord, whether he be bond or free. And ye masters, do the 
same things unto them, giving up your threatening; 
seeing ye know that both their Master and yours is in 
heaven, and there is no respect of persons with Him. 

10 Finally, be strengthened in the Lord, and in the power 


11 of His might. 


Put on THE WHOLE ARMOUR of God, that 


ye may be able to stand against the stratagems of the 
12 devil: because our wrestling is not against flesh and 
blood, but a 2s against Principalities, against Powers, 
against the World-Rulers of this darkness, against the 
spiritual hosts of wickedness in the heavenly regzons. 


the mynde, Cov. Test.: from the heart, 
AvurH. and the remaining Vv. except 
WICL., bi discrescioun. 

8. Seeing ye know] Knowing, AUTH., 
WIOL. (witynge), Cov. Test., Bisx., 
RHEM. ; knowynge this, CRAN.; and re- 
member, TYND.; and be sure, Cov.; and 
know ye, GEN. Each man] So 
WICL.: a man, Cov.; euery man, Cov. 
Test., ew. one, RHEM.; any man, AUTH. 
and the remaining Vv. Shall 
do| So Wict., Ruem.: doeth, AuTH. 
and the remaining Vv. The more 
exact ‘shall have done’ is not suffici- 
ently in accordance with our usual 
mode of expression to make it desirable 
in translation, except where it is obvi- 
ously necessary that the relation of 
time should be very exactly defined. 
This} So Wiou.: the same, AUTH., 
Cov. Test., Cran.; that, TYND., 
BIsH.; w, Cov.; that same, GEN. 

9g. Giving up your] Forbearing, 
AvurH.; forgeuynge, WIOCL.; puttinge 
awaye, TYND., Cov., CRAN., GEN., 
Bisu.; remitting, RHEM. Seeing ye 
know, &c.] Knowing that *your master 
also is in heaven, neither is there, AUTH. 

10. Finally] *Finally my brethren, 
AUTH. Be strengthened] So 


RaeEM.: be ye stronge, Cov. Test.; be 
strong, AUTH. and the remaining Vv. 
except WIOL., be ye counfortide. 

11. Stratagems] Wiles, AUTH. ; as- 
piyngis, WICL.; crafty assautes, TYND., 
Cov.; assaultes, Cov. Test., CRAN., 
Gen., BisH.; deceites, RoEM. The 
translation in the text seems better 
calculated to convey the idea of a 
fixed and settled plan: see notes on 
ch, iv. 14. . 

12, Because our wrestling is not] 
For our vvrestling is not, RurM.; for 
we wrestle not, AUTH. and remaining 
Vv. except WIcL., for why stryuynge 
is not to us. But it is} But, 
AUTH. The World-Rulers] The 
rulers, AUTH.; governourts, WICL., 
Cov. Test.; the rulers of the worlde, 
Cov.; worldy rulars, TYND., CRAN. ;— 
the worldlie gouernours, GEN., BISH. 
(omitting the); the rectors, RHEM. 

Of this darkness] *Of the darkness of 
this world, AUTH. The spiriual 
hosts of wickedness] Spiritual wicked- 
ness, AUTH., BIsH.; spiritual thingis 
of wickidnesse, Wicu., Cov. Test. (the 
sp.); spretuall w., TyYND.; y*° spretes of 
w., Cov.; spretuall craftynes, CRAN. ; 
spiritual wickednesses, GEN.; the sptri- 
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For this cause take up THE WHOLE ARMOUR of God, that 
ye may be able to withstand in the evil day, and having 
fully done all, to stand. Stand therefore, having girt your 
loins about with truth, and having put on the breast- 
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13 


14 


plate of righteousness, and having shod your feet with 15 


the preparedness of the gospel of peace; in addition to 
all, having taken up the shield of faith, wherewith ye 
shall be able to quench all the fiery darts of the wicked 
One; and receive the helmet of salvation, and the sword 
of the Spirit, which is the word of God; with all prayer 
and supplication praying always in the Spirit, and watch- 
ing thereunto, with all perseverance and supplication for 
all the saints$ and in particular for me, that utterance 


tuals of vv., RHEM. In the hea- 


16 


17 
18 


19 


GEN., BisH.; shood, TYND.; shod ypon 


venly regions] In high places, AUTH. ; 
in heuenli thingis, Wict., TYND. (for), 
Cov. Test., CRAN.; under the heauen, 
’ Cov. ; which are in the hie places, GEN. ; 
in heauenly [places], BisH.; in the 
celestials, RHEM. 

13. For this cause] So Tynp., Cov., 
GEN.: wherefore, AUTH., Cov. Test., 
Cran., Bisw.; therfor, Wict., RHEM. 
Take up] Take, RuEM. ; take ye, WICL., 
Cov. (both) ; take unto you, AUTH. and 
the remaining Vv. Having 
fully, &c.] Having done all, to stand, 
AUTH. ; in alle thingis stonde parfiyt, 
WICL. ; to (om. to, Cov., CRAN.) stonde 
perfect in all thinges, TYND., Cov. 
Test.; stand in al things perfect, 
RaeEmM.; hauing finished all things, 
stand fast, GEN., BISH. (to st.). 

14. Having girt, &c.] Having your 
loins girt about, AUTH., BisH.; and be 
ye girde aboute youre leendis, WICL. ; 
and youre loynes gyrd aboute, TYND., 
Cov., CRAN. (om. aboute), GEN. ; hauwng 
your loines girded, RHEM. 

Having put on] Having on, AUTH, and 


all Vv. except WIcL., RHEM., clothid . 


with, 
15. Having shod your feet] Your 
. feet shod, AuTH., WioL., Cov. Test., 


youre fete, Cov.; hauyng shoes on your 
fete, CRAN.; hauing your feete shod, 
RHEM. With the preparedness 
of] With the preparation of, AUTH., 
GEN. ; in the pr. of, BISH.; to the pr. 
of, RHEM. ; in makynge redi of, WICL.; 
with showes prepared by, TYND.; into 
the preparynge of, Cov. Test. ; that ye 
maye be prepared for, CRaN. Cov. 
transposes, with the gospell of peace, 
that ye maye be prepared. 

16. Jn addition to} Above, AUTH. 
and the other Vv. except WICL., Cov. 
Test., RHEM., in. Having taken 
up] Taking, AutH., Cov. Test., BisH., 
RHEM. ; take ye, WIOL. ; take to you, 
Tynp., Cran.; take holde of, Cov.; 
take, GEN. Wicked One] Sim. 
RHEM., most vvicked one: worst, WICL.; 
moost wicked, Cov. Test.; wicked, 
AvrTH. and the remaining Vv. The 
addition in the text seems desirable as 
marking the personality of rod wrovy- 
pov. 

17. Receive] Take, AvTH. and all 
the other Vv.: Wict., Cov. Test., add 
ye, and RHEM., vnto you. 

18. With all prayer, &c.] Praying 
always with all prayer, AUTH. 

AW the Saints] So RoEm.: all Satnia, 
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may be GIVEN to me in the opening of my mouth, so that 
with boldness I may make known the mystery of the 

20 gospel, for which I am an ambassador in a chain; that 
therein I may speak boldly, as I ought to speak. 


21 


But that ye also may know my condition, how I fare, 


Tychicus, the beloved brother. and faithful minister in the 

22 Lord, shall make known to you all things: whom I have 
sent unto you for this very purpose, that ye may know 
our affairs, and that he may comfort your hearts, 


23 


Peace be to the brethren, and love with faith, from 
24. God the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ. 


Grace be 


with all them that love our Lord Jesus Christ in incor- 


ruption. 


AUTH. and the remaining Vv. except 
Wict., alle holt men. 

19. And in particular] And, AUTH.: 
use of xal to add the particular to the 
general; see Fritz. on Mark, p. 11, 
713, and comp. notes on Phil. iv. 12. 
In the opening of my mouth] So Cov. 
Test., RHEM., and WIcL. (omitting 
the): that I may open my mouth, AUTH. 
and the remaining Vv., all of which 
(80 too Cov. Test., RHEM.) except GEN., 
which leaves it open, connect éy mwap- 
pnola with what precedes; see below. 
So that with boldness I may make 
known] Boldly, to make known, AUTH.; 
with trist to make knowun, WICL.; 
boldly, to vtter, TYND., Cov.; with 
boldnesse, to declare, Cov. Test.; frely, 
to vtter, CRAN., BISH. ; boldely to pub- 
ish, GEN.; vvith conjidence, to make 
knowen, RHEM. 

20. In a chain] So AvTH. marg., 
WIcL.; in thys cheyne, Cov. Test., 
RHEM.: in bonds, AuTH. and the re- 
maining Vv. 

21. My condition] Sim. Tynp., Cran. 
what condicion I am in: my affairs, 
AvuTH., GEN. (mine), BisH.; what 
thingis ben about me, WIcL.; what 
case I am in, Cov.; the thynges that 


THE 


are aboute me, Cov. Test., RHEM. 
(om. that are): change merely to avoid 
the homeeoteleuton. How I 
fare] And how J do, AvuTH.: all the 
other Vv., and what I do (om. and, 
Wiot., Cov. Test., Raem.): but as 
either of these might be misunderstood 
and referred to what the Apostle was 
actually engaged in (see Wolf in Joc.), 
it seems best, with Harl., to refer ra 
kar’ éué to ‘meine Lage,’ r? rpdoow 
to ‘mein Befinden.’ 

The beloved] A beloved, AvUTH.; my 
moost dere, WICL.; my deare, TYND., 
Cov., GEN. ; y° moost deare, Cov. Test. ; 
the deare, CRAN.; a deare, BisH.; my 
deerest, RHEM.: @ curious variety of 
renderings of two simple words. 

22. This very] This same, WIOL., 
RuHEM.; the same, AUTH. and all the 
other Vv. May...may] Might... 
might, AUTH.: change in accordance 
with the law of the succession of 
tenses ; see Latham, Engl. Lang. §616. 

24. In incorruption] So WICct., 
RHEM., and similarly AUTH. marg., 
with incorruption: insincerity, AUTH., 
BIsH.; in puernes, TYND.; wnfayned- 
ly, Cov., CRAN.; syncerely, Cov. Test. ; 
to [their] tmmortalitie, GEN. 


END. 
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